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CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL 
PARK 


MONDAY, MARCH 23, 1959 


Housr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pustic Lanps, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10:05 a.m., pursuant to call, in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie Pfost, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the consideration of H.R. 953, by Congressman Saylor, H.R. 
9331 and H.R. 5194, both by Congressman Foley of Maryland, and 
H.R. 5344, by Mr. Lankford of Maryland. 

These are bills to establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Na- 
tional Historical Park and to provide for the administration and 
maintenance of a parkway in the State of Maryland, and for other 


oem ; 

e do not yet have a report from the Department of the Interior, 
but I understand that one will be forthcoming either later today or to- 
morrow. 

We have reports from the Department of the Army on the first 
three bills in which they state that inasmuch as the committee has 
requested the reports be available at this time of scheduled hearings, 
the report is submitted without a determination by the Bureau of 
the Budget as to whether or not it conforms to the program of the 
President, and as soon as such advice is received, it will be forwarded 
to the committee. 

We also have a District of Columbia Commissioner’s report in which 
they favor the bill by Congressman Foley, H.R. 5194. 

Without objection, H.R. 953, H.R. 2331, and H.R. 5194 and the re- 
a will be printed in the record at this point. H.R. 5344 will not 

rinted since it is identical to H.R. 5194. 
s there objection ? 
Hearing none, it is so ordered. 
(Documents referred to follow.) 


(H.R. 953, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and to 
provide for the administration and maintenance of a parkway in the State of Maryland, 
and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) there is hereby established the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, for the purpose of pre- 
serving and interpreting certain property in the State of Maryland for the bene- 
fit and inspiration of the people. The park, as initially established, shall com- 
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prise that particular property in Federal ownership contained not to exceed 
four thousand eight hundred acres, and situated along the line of the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal between the terminus of the George Washington Memoria] 
Parkway, above the Great Falls of the Potomac River and a point within or in 
the vicinity of the city of Cumberland, Maryland, as may be determined by the 
Secretary of the Interior. The park may comprise such additional lands as may 
be acquired pursuant to subsection (b) hereof: Provided, That the total area 
of such park, including land already in Federal ownership, shall not exceed 
fifteen thousand acres. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to acquire in such 
manner as he may consider to be in the public interest such lands and interests 
in lands in the State of Maryland in the vicinity of the canal and existing Goy- 
ernment canal property as he deems desirable for the purposes of the said park, 

(c) Subject to the purposes and general requirements of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the State of Maryland, with its 
political subdivisions and with other Federal agencies, in promoting such land 
use or development programs, through cooperative agreements or leases for terms 
not to exceed fifty years, as will further the objectives for the park and of the 
State of Maryland concerning wildlife propagation, wilderness conservation, 
public recreation and related purposes. 

(d) The authority granted in the Act of September 22, 1950 (64 Stat. 905), to 
effect land exchanges for the purposes of the proposed Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
Parkway and in the Act of August 1, 1953 (67 Stat. 359), to grant easements for 
rights-of-way through, over, or under lands along the line of the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal is hereby continued and may hereafter be exercised by the Secretary 
of the Interior with respect to lands included in the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park. The Secretary is authorized also to convey such 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal lands within and in the vicinity of Cumberland, 
Maryland, which are not included in the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
' Historical Park in exchange for other land or interests therein of approximately 
equal value that are authorized by this Act to be acquired for the park. Not- 
withstanding section 1(a) of the Act of May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. 482, 483), that 
portion of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal between the terminus of the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway above Great Falls and Point of Rocks, in the 
State of Maryland, shall hereafter be part of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park. 

(e) Any funds that may be available for purposes of administration of the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal property above the Great Falls terminus of the George 
Washington Memorial Parkway may hereafter be used by the Secretary for the 
purposes of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Nattonal Historical Park. 

Sec. 2. (a) In accordance with the purposes of this Act and to facilitate access 
to and enjoyment by the public of the scenic and recreational values of the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and the Potomac River Valley, 
there is hereby authorized to be established, without regard to the maximum 
acreage limitation prescribed in section 1 of this Act, a scenic parkway connec- 
tion, by way of Town Hill Ridge and other suitable terrain, between Maryland 
Route 51 in the general vicinity of Paw Paw, West Virginia, and the existing 
Long Ridge Road Near Woodmont, Maryland, such parkway connection to be a 
part of the aforesaid Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to accept on behalf of the 
United States, donations of land and interests in lands for purposes of the park- 
way provided for in section 2(a) of this Act. The right-of-way for such parkway 
shall be of such width as to comprise not more than an average of one hundred 
acres per mile for its length. 

Sec. 3. (a) Within five years after the approval of this Act, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall file with the National Archives a map showing the lands within 
the maximum authorized acreages prescribed in subsections 1(a) and 2(b) 
of this Act which are to comprise the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National His- 
torical Park and Parkway, respectively: Provided, That the filing of such map 
shall not affect the authority of the Secretary subsequently to acquire in accord- 
ance with subsection 1(b) and 2(b) non-Federal lands within the boundaries of 
the park and parkway as depicted on said map. Such historical park and park- 
way shall be administered under the general laws and requirements governing 
areas of the National Park System in such manner as to preserve the historic, 
seenic, and recreational values and features thereof. 

(b) The enactment of this Act shall not affect adversely any valid rights here 
tofore existing within the areas hereby established as the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park and Parkway. 
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(H.R. 2331, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and to 
provide for the administration and maintenance of a parkway, in the State of Maryland, 
and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) there is hereby established the 
@hesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, for the purpose of pre- 
serving and interpreting certain property in the State of Maryland for the benefit 
and inspiration of the people. The park, as initially established, shall comprise 
that particular property in Federal ownership containing not to exceed four 
thousand eight hundred acres, and situated along the line of the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal between the terminus of the George Washington Memorial Park- 
way, above the Great Falls of the Potomac River and a point within or in the 
vicinity of the city of Cumberland, Maryland, as may be determined by the 
Secretary of the Interior. The park may comprise such additional lands as may 
be acquired pursuant to subsection (b) hereof: Provided, That the total area of 
such park, including land already in Federal ownership, shall not exceed fifteen 
thousand acres. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to acquire in such 
manner as he may consider to be in the public interest such lands and interests 
in lands in the State of Maryland in the vicinity of the canal and existing 
Government canal property as he deems desirable for the purposes of the said 
park. 

(c) Subject to the purposes and general requirements of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the State of Maryland, with its 
political subdivisions and with other Federal agencies, in promoting such land 
use or development programs, through cooperative agreements or leases for 
terms not to exceed fifty years, as will further the objectives for the park and 
of the State of Maryland concerning wildlife propagation, wilderness conserva- 
tion, public recreation, and related purposes. 

(d) The authority granted in the Act of September 22, 1950 (64 Stat. 905), to 
effect land exchanges for the purposes of the proposed Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal Parkway and in the provisions of the Act of August 1, 1953 (67 Stat. 359), 
to grant easements for rights-of-way through, over, or under lands along the 
line of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal is hereby continued and may hereafter 
be exercised by the Secretary of the Interior with respect to lands included in 
the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. The Secretary is 
authorized also to convey such Chesapeake and Ohio Canal lands within and in 
the vicinity of Cumberland, Maryland, which are not included in the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal National Historical Park in exchange for other land or interests 
therein of approximately equal value that are authorized by this Act to be 
acquired for the park. 

Notwithstanding section 1(a) of the Act of May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. 482, 483), 
that portion of the Cheapeake and Ohio Canal between the terminus of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway above Great Falls and Point of Rocks, 
in the State of Maryland, shall hereafter be part of the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park. 

(e) Any funds that may be available for purposes of administration of the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal property above the Great Falls terminus of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway may hereafter be used by the Secretary 
for the purposes of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

Sec. 2. (a) In accordance with the purposes of this Act and to facilitate access 
to and enjoyment by the public of the scenic and recreational values of the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and the Potomac River 
Valley, there is hereby authorized to be established, without regard to the 
maximum acreage limitation prescribed in section 1 of this Act, a scenic parkway 
of approximately twenty-five miles, traversing generally Town Hill and other 
suitable terrain, between Maryland Route 51 in the general vicinity of Paw Paw, 
West Virginia, and extending to the existing Long Ridge Road near Woodmont, 
Maryland, such parkway connection to be a part of the aforesaid Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to accept on behalf of the 
United States, donations of land and interests in lands for purposes of the park- 
way provided for in section 2(a) of this Act. The right-of-way for such park- 
way shall be of such widths as to comprise not more than an average of one 
hundred acres per mile for its length. 
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Sec. 3. (a) Within five years after the approval of this Act, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall file with the National Archives a map showing the lands within 
the maximum authorized acreages prescribed in subsections 1(a) and 2(b) of 
this Act which are to comprise the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National His. 
torical Park and Parkway, respectively: Provided, That the filing of such map 
shall not affect the authority of the Secretary subsequently to acquire, in ae. 
cordance with subsections 1(b) and 2(b), non-Federal lands within the 
boundaries of the park and parkway as depicted on said map. Such historica) 
park and parkway shall be administered under the general laws and require. 
ments governing areas of the national park system in such manner as to preserve 
the historic, scenic, and recreational values and features thereof: And provided 
further, That designation of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Nationa! 
Historical Park purposes shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its use for guch 
works as Congress may in the future authorize for improvement and extension 
of navigation, or for flood control, or irrigation, or drainage, or for the develop- 
ment of hydroelectric power or other purposes. 

(b) The enactment of this Act shall not affect advesely any valid rights here. 
tofore existing within the areas hereby established as the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park and Parkway. 


(H.R. 5194, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and to 
provide for the administration and maintenance of a parkway, in the State of Maryland 
and for other purposes. : 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) there is hereby established the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, for the purpose of pre- 
serving and interpreting certain property in the State of Maryland for the 
benefit and inspiration of the people. The park, as initially established, shall 
comprise that particular property in Federal ownership containing not to exceed 
four thousand eight hundred acres, and situated along the line of the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal between the terminus of the George Washington Memorial 
Parkway, above the Great Falls of the Potomac River and a point within or in 
the vicinity of the city of Cumberland, Maryland, as may be determined by the 
Secretary of the Interior. The park may comprise such additional lands as may 
be acquired pursuant to subsection (b) hereof: Provided, That the total area of 
such park, including land already in Federal ownership, shall not exceed fifteen 
thousand acres. The lands comprising the park situated along the line of the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal between the terminus of the George Washington 
Parkway above the Great Falls of the Potomac, and a point within or in the 
vicinity of Brunswick, Maryland, shall not be developed or improved for park 
purposes (but may be otherwise administered in the same manner as park lands) 
until six months after the Secretary of the Army, with the approval of the 
President, submits to Congress the report and recommendations referred to in 
section 3(a) of this Act. The designation or acquisition of land for the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park shall not bar or prejudice its 
use for such works as the Congress may hereafter authorize for municipal and 
domestic water supply, navigation, flood control, drainage, hydroelectric power, 
or other beneficial purposes, and the existence of the park shall not bar the 
Secretary of the Army and the Commissioners of the District of Columbia from 
causing to be made within it such investigations as, in their judgment, are neces- 
sary to determine the feasibility of such works. The cost to the United States 
of any lands which it has acquired or shall acquire for the park and which are 
utilized for works for any of the purposes aforesaid shall become and be treated 
as a cost of those works. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to acquire in such man- 
ner as he may consider to be in the public interest such lands and interests in 
lands in the State of Maryland in the vicinity of the canal and existing Govern 
ment canal property as he deems desirable for the purposes of the said park. 

(c) Subject to the purposes and general requirements of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the State of Maryland, with its 
political subdivisions and with other Federal agencies, in promoting such land 
use or development programs as will further the objectives of the park and the 
State of Maryland with respect to wildlife propagation, wilderness conservation, 
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public recreation, and related purposes. He may, for this purpose, enter into 
cooperative agreements and lease lands to the State of Maryland and its political 
subdivisions for terms of not more than fifty years. 

(d) The authority granted in the Act of September 22, 1950 (64 Stat. 905), 
to effect land exchanges for the purposes of the proposed Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal Parkway and in the provisions of the Act of August 1, 1953 (67 Stat. 359), 
to grant easements for rights-of-way through, over, or under lands along the 
line of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal is hereby continued and may hereafter 
be exercized by the Secretary of the Interior with respect to lands included in the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. The Secretary is author- 
jzed also to convey such Chesapeake and Ohio Canal lands within and in the 
yicinity of Cumberland, Maryland, which are not included in the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal National Historical Park in exchange for other land or interests 
therein of approximately equal value that are authorized by this Act to be 
acquired for the park. 

Notwithstanding section 1(a) of the Act of May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. 482, 483), 
that portion of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal between the terminus of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway above Great Falls and Point of Rocks, 
in the State of Maryland, shall hereafter be part of the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park. 

(e) Any funds that may be available for purposes of administration of the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal property above the Great Falls terminus of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway may hereafter be used by the Secretary 
for the purposes of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

Sec. 2. (a) In accordance with the purposes of this Act and to facilitate access 
toand enjoyment by the public of the scenic and recreational values of the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and the Potomac River Valley, 
there is hereby authorized to be established, without regard to the maximum 
acreage limitation prescribed in section 1 of this Act, a scenic parkway of ap- 
proximately twenty-five miles, traversing generally Town Hill and other suitable 
terrain, between Maryland Route 51 in the general vicinity of Paw Paw, West. 
Virginia, and extending to the existing Long Ridge Road near Woodmont, Mary- 
land, such parkway connection to be a part of the aforesaid Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to accept on behalf of the 
United States, donations of land and interests in lands for purposes of the park- 
way provided for in section 2(a) of this Act. The right-of-way for such parkway 
shall be of such widths as to comprise not more than an average of one hundred 
acres per mile for its length. 

Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary of the Army shall complete a study and file with 
the Congress, not more than three years after enactment of this Act, his plans 
and recommendations for a comprehensive development of the water and related 
land resources of the Potomac River Basin, which plans and recommendations 
shall include and be coordinated with the plans and recommendations of the 
Secretary of the Interior referred to in subsection (b) of this section. Any 
water storage or other projects that may hereafter be authorized and that 
may modify or affect the land area of the park shall be operated in such man- 
ner as will interfere to the least practicable extent with the use of such lands 
for park purposes. 

(b) The Secretary of the Interior shall complete a study and file with the 
Secretary of the Army in sufficient time to be incorporated in the report of 
the Secretary of the Army referred to in subsection (a) of this section his 
plans and recommendations for the designation, acquisition, use and develop- 
ment of park lands as an integral part of a comprehensive development of the 
water and related land resources of the Potomac River Basin, which plans and 
recommendations shall be coordinated with the plans and recommendations of 
the Secretary of the Army referred to in subsection (a) of this section. The 
Secretary shall file in the National Archives, not more than five years after 
enactment of this Act, a map showing the lands within the maximum authorized 
acreages prescribed in sections 1 and 2 of this Act which are then owned or 
proposed to be acquired by the United States and which are to comprise the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and Parkway. No funds 
for development of the park shall be expended by the Secretary until after 
consultation with the Secretary of the Army and the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia, which consultation shall be undertaken at least once each 
year, it being the intent of the Congress that costly installations and improve- 
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ments shall not be made in the park by the Secretary unless expenditures 
therefor are reasonably justified by the benefits expected to accrue therefrom 
prior to the time when the lands proposed to be developed are likely to be 
needed for such works as the Congress may hereafter authorize for municipal 
and domestic water supply, navigation, flood control, drainage, hydroelectric 
power, or other beneficial purposes. Subject to the limitations, purposes, ang 
general requirements of this Act, the Secretary shall administer the park 
under the general laws and requirements governing areas of the national park 
system in such manner as to preserve and interpret the historic, scenic, ang 
recreational values and features thereof. 

Sec. 5. The enactment of this Act shall not affect adversely any valid rights 
now existing within the areas established pursuant to this Act as the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and Parkway. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., March 20, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. CHATRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to H.R. 953, 86th Congress, a bill to 
establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and to pro 
vide for the administration and maintenance of a parkway in the State of 
Maryland, and for other purposes. 

The general purpose of the above-mentioned bill is to establish the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, Md., between the terminus of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway above the Great Falls of the Potomac 
River and a point near the city of Cumberland. 

The Department of the Army, through the Corps of Engineers, has long been 
concerned with the development of the water resources of the Potomac River 
Basin for the benefit of the public in general. The Department is in full accord 
with the overall objectives of H.R. 953, to preserve and develop the public 
recreational potentialities of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. These potentiali- 
ties were recognized and provisions were made therefor in a report submitted to 
the Congress by the Secretary of the Army on May 22, 1946, on a preliminary 
examination and survey of the Potomac River and tributaries, Maryland, Vir- 
ginia, West Virginia, and Pennsylvania, published as House Document No. 622, 
79th Congress. 

Under the authority of a resolution adopted on January 26, 1956, by the 
Committee on Public Works of the U.S. Senate, the district engineer at Wasb- 
ington, D.C., is conducting a review of the report contained in House Document 
No. 622 in order to determine whether any modification of the recommenda- 
tions therein is advisable at this time, with a view to preparation of a compre 
hensive plan for control of floods and the development and conservation of 
the water and related resources of the basin, with paricular emphasis on 
present and future needs for water supply and pollution abatement. In making 
this study, the Corps of Engineers is coordinating fully with the Interstate 
Commission on the Potomac River Basin, and with the States of Maryland, Vir- 
ginia, West Virginia, Pennsylvania, and the District of Columbia, and with 
the National Capital Regional Planning Council and other Federal agencies 
concerned, to insure full consideration of all views and requirements. 

This study will consider all elements of water resource development. Every 
plan that has so far been contemplated for economic development of the water 
resources of the Potomac has included reservoirs as a primary component of 
the plan. Reservoir storage is considered essential for development of a de- 
pendable and adequate water supply for the increasing needs of the Washington 
area and such reservoirs as are ultimately found indispensable may occupy 
part of the lands encompassed in the proposed work. 

The Department of the Army believes that action on H.R. 953 should be 
deferred pending completion of the overall study of development of the water 
resources of the basin now underway. However, should the committee de 
termine to proceed with this legislation, the Department would not interpose 
objection thereto if the bill were modified to include at the end of section 3(a) 
the following additional proviso, which is contained in a companion bill, 8. 77: 
“And provided further, That designation of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio 
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Canal National Historical Park purposes shall not debar, or limit, or abridge 
jts use for such works as Congress may in the future authorize for improvement 
and extension of navigation, or for flood control, or irrigation, or drainage, or 
for the development of hydroelectric power or other purposes.” 

Inasmuch as the committee has requested that this report be available at the 
time of scheduled hearings on the bill, the report is submitted without a determi- 
nation by the Bureau of the Budget as to whether or not it conforms to the pro- 
gram of the President. As soon as such advice is received, it will be forwarded 
to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. BRUCKER, 
Secretary of the Army. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., March 20, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to H.R. 2331, 86th Congress, a bill to 
establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canali National Historical Park and to pro- 
vide for the administration and maintenance of a parkway, in the State of Mary- 
land, and for other purposes. 

The general purpose of the above-mentioned bill is to establish the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, Md., between the terminus of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway above the Great Falls of the Potomac 
River and a point near the city of Cumberland. 

The Department of the Army, through the Corps of Engineers, has long been 
concerned with the development of the water resources of the Potomac River 
Basin for the benefit of the public in general. The Department is in full accord 
with the overall objectives of H.R. 2331, to preserve and develop the public 
recreational potentialities of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. These potentialities 
were recognized and provisions were made therefor in a report submitted to the 
Congress by the Secretary of the Army on May 22, 1946, on a preliminary exami- 
nation and survey of the Potomac River and tributaries, Maryland, Virginia, 
West Virginia and Pennsylvania, published as House Document 622, 79th 
Congress. 

Under the authority of a resolution adopted on January 26, 1956, by the Com- 
mittee on Public Works of the U.S. Senate, the district engineer at Washington, 
D.C. is conducting a review of the report contained in House Document 622 in 
order to determine whether any modification of the recommendations therein 
is advisable at this time, with a view to preparation of a comprehensive plan 
for control of floods and the development and conservation of the water and 
related resources of the basin, with particular emphasis on present and future 
needs for water supply and pollution abatement. In making this study, the 
Corps of Engineers is coordinating fully with the Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin, and with the States of Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, 
Pennsylvania, and the District of Columbia, and with the National Capital 
Regional Planning Council and other Federal agencies concerned, to insure full 
consideration of all views and requirements. 

This study will consider all elements of water resources development. Every 
plan that has so far been contemplated for economic development of the water 
resources of the Potomac has included reservoirs as a primary component of 
the plan. Reservoir storage is considered essential for development of a de- 
pendable and adequate water supply for the increasing needs of the Washington 
area and such reservoirs as are ultimately found indispensable may occupy part 
of the lands encompassed in the proposed park. 

The Department of the Army believes that action on H.R. 2331 should be de- 
ferred pending completion of the overall study of development of the water 
resources of the basin now underway. However, should the committee deter- 
mine to proceed with this legislation, the Department would not interpose objec- 
tion thereto in view of the provision at lines 12-17, page 5, of the bill that the 
designation of the lands for park purposes shall not debar, limit, or abridge the 


use of the area for such water resource development as might be authorized in 
the future by Congress. 
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Inasmuch as the committee has requested that this report be available at the 
time of scheduled hearings on the bill, the report is submitted without a deter. 
mination by the Bureau of the Budget as to whether or not it conforms to the 
program of the President. As soon as such advice is received, it will be for. 
warded to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILBER M. BrRUCKER, 
Secretary of the A rmy. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., March 20, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives. 


DeAaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of the Army with respect to H.R. 5194, 86th Congress, a bill to 
establish the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal National Historical Park and to 
provide for the administration and maintenance of a parkway, in the State of 
Maryland, and for other purposes. 

The purpose of H.R. 5194 is to establish a national historial park along the 
route of the abandoned Chesapeake & Ohio Canal between the terminus of the 
George Washington Memorial Parkway and a point near the city of Cumberland; 
Md., to provide for the acquisition of lands in the vicinity of the canal: to 
establish a scenic parkway facilitating access to the park; to provide for the 
development of a comprehensive plan for the Potomac River Basin by the Secre- 
tary of the Army and for coordination of such plan with plans for the park pre- 
pared by the Secretary of the Interior; to insure that establishment of the park 
will not bar or prejudice the subsequent carrying out of works for domestic water 
supply, navigation, flood control, drainage, hydroelectric power, or other bene- 
ficial purposes, and to provide for continuing consultation and coordination by the 
Secretary of the Interior with the Secretary of the Army and the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia. 

Section 3 of the bill recognizes that the Corps of Engineers of this Department 
is preparing a comprehensive and unified plan for the development, utilization, 
and conservation of the water and related resources of the Potomac River Basin, 
with the cooperation of interested Federal, State, and other agencies. It also 
recognizes the need for coordination between this basinwide plan and the plan 
for the proposed national historical park. To insure such coordination the bill 
directs the Secretary of the Army to complete and submit the comprehensive plan 
for the Potomac Basin within 3 years after the bill is enacted. 

The Department of the Army agrees that a comprehensive plan for the basin 
should be completed before a plan for the proposed park is finally approved, and 
also that the two plans should be carefully coordinated. Moreover, it is felt 
that the basinwide plan should be completed as soon as possible. It is pointed out, 
however, that the date of completion will depend upon the rate at which 
appropriations are made available by the Congress, and that this would not be 
determined by the proposed legislation. It would be desirable, therefore, to 
amend section 3 of the bill by deleting the clause, “not more than three years after 
enactment of this Act’, appearing in line 23 and 24 of page 5. 

Amendment of the bill to eliminate the difficulty pointed out above would make 
it fully acceptable to the Department of the Army. 

Inasmuch as the committee has requested that this report be available at the 
time of the scheduled hearings on the bill, the report is submitted without a 
determination by the Bureau of the Budget as to whether or not it conforms to 
the program of the President. As soon as such advice is received, it will be 
forwarded to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Witper M. BRUCKER, 
Secretary of the Army. 


I 


1e 
T- 
he 


irk 


the 
ers 


ent 
on, 
in, 
so 
lan 
bill 
lan 


isin 
and 
felt 
rut, 
lich 


, to 
fter 


ake 


the 
it a 
s to 
l be 


CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK Y 


GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Washington, D.C., March 17, 1959. 
Hon, WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. House of Repre- 
sentatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. ASPINALL: The Commissioners of the District of Columbia have 
for report H.R. 953, 86th Congress, a bill to establish the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park and to provide for the administration and 
maintenance of a parkway in the State of Maryland, and for other purposes, 
and H.R. 2331 and H.R. 5194, 86th Congress, bills to establish the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and to provide for the administration 
and maintenance of a parkway in the State of Maryland, and for other purposes. 
Although the three bills on which the Commissioners are reporting are not 
identical bills, they are similar in certain respects, and accordingly the Com- 
missioners are submitting a single report covering the three bills. 

The first section of each of the three bills establishes a park to be known 
as the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, comprised of not 
to exceed 4,800 acres of federally owned property, to which may be added 
additional land for a total area of not more than 15,000 acres. The park is 
to extend from a point above the Great Falls on the Potomac River to a point 
within or in the vicinity of Cumberland, Md. 

Although all of the proposed park is to be located in the State of Maryland 
and outside the boundaries of the District of Columbia, the Commissioners 
desire to emphasize that the District of Columbia has a vital interest in the 
establishment of the park, inasmuch as the presence of the park could operate 
to restrict or preempt the future development of the river from the standpoint 
of supplying water for a rapidiy expanding Washington metropolitan area. The 
Potomac is the only water source for the District of Columbia and Arlington, 
parts of Fairfax County, and the city of Falls Church, all in Virginia. The 
river will shortly become a principal source for water used in Montgomery and 
Prince Georges Counties in Maryland. It is expected that the population of 
the Washington metropolitan area will increase in the next 40 years to approxi- 
mately 4,800,000 persons. Ninety percent of the water required for this popu- 
lation must be provided by the Potomac River. It has been demonstrated that 
the Potomac River cannot supply the quantity of water demanded by a popu- 
lation of this size without flow regulation. Adequate regulation will require 
impoundments within the Potomac watershed. Just where and when such 
impoundments should be placed hav not yet been determined. 

The Commissioners are pleased to note, therefore, that the first section of 
HLR. 5194 provides in part that: 

“The designation or acquisition of land for the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park shall not bar or prejudice its use for such works as 
the Congress may hereafter authorize for municipal and domestic water supply, 
navigation, flood control, drainage, hydroelectric power, or other beneficial 
purposes, * * *.” 

The Commissioners also note that other features of H.R. 5194 are designed 
to make it possible, should it ever be necessary, for action to be taken with respect 
to improving the District of Columbia water supply and the general beneficial 
development of the Potomac River without endangering a large investment in the 
establishment of the proposed park. This aspect of the problem is taken care of 
by subsection (b) of section 3 of H.R. 5194, requiring consultation at least once a 
year with respect to the development of the park and the expenditure of funds 
for such development, to the end that such expenditures as may be needed are 
reasonably justified by the benefits to be received as a result of such expenditures. 
Accordingly, in the belief that H.R. 5194 contains provisions which will have the 
effect of insuring that the development of the Potomac River for water supply 
and other beneficial purposes continue paramount while at the same time pro- 
viding additional recreational facilities for the residents of the metropolitan 
area of the District of Columbia, the Commissioners favor its enactment. 

The Commissioners do not, however, favor the enactment of H.R. 953 and H.R. 
2331 in their present form. H.R. 953 does not provide that the development of the 
Potomac River for water supply and other beneficial purposes would be para- 
mount. H.R. 2331, for its part, contains a provision which purports to protect the 
future development of the river, but the Commissioners believe that this provi- 
sion, set forth in the last proviso of subsection (a) of section 3 of the bill, is not 











10 CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


adequate to the need. The Commissioners are of the view, however, that the 
deficiency they believe to exist in each of these bills, can be remedied by inserting 
in lieu of the last proviso in section 3(a) in H.R. 2331, and by inserting before 
the period at the end of section 3(a) in H.R. 953, a proviso which reads ag fo}. 
lows: 

“And provide further, That (1) designation or acquisition of lands for the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park shall not bar or prejudice 
its use for such work as the Congress may hereafter authorize for municipal 
and domestic water supply, navigation, flood control, drainage, hydroelectric 
power, or other beneficial purposes; (2) the extension of the park shall not bar 
the Secretary of the Army and the Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
from causing to be made within it such investigations as, in their judgment, are 
necessary to determine the feasibility of such work; (3) no funds for develop. 
ment of the park shall be expended by the Secretary until after consultation with 
the Secretary of the Army and the Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
which consultation shall be undertaken at least once each year, it being the 
intent of the Congress that costly installations and improvements shall not be 
made in the park by the Secretary unless expenditures therefor are reasonably 
justified by benefits expected to accrue therefrom prior to the time, if any, when 
utilization of the land within the park is likely to be needed for any of the pur- 
poses aforesaid ; and (4) the cost to the United States of any lands which it has 
acquired or shall acquire for the park and which are utilized for works for any 
of the purposes as aforesaid shall become and be treated as a cost of its works,” 

As the Commissioners have noted earlier in this report, they favor the enact- 
ment of H.R. 5194, and would favor the enactment of H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331 if 
these bills were amended in the manner set forth in this report. If H.R. 953 and 
H.R. 2331 are not amended in the manner suggested by the Commissioners, they 
feel it necessary to object to the enactment of either of these bills in their present 
form. 

Time does not permit ascertaining the views of the Bureau of the Budget as to 
the relationship of this report to the program of the President. 

Yours very sincerely, 
Rosert E. McLAUGHLIN, 
President, Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia. 


Mrs. Prosr. For the benefit of the new members, I should like to 
read into the record a brief summary so that they may know what 
has previously transpired on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal legislation. 

In the 85th Congress S. 77 and H.R. 1145, identical bills to H.R. 
953 and H.R. 2331, were introduced to establish the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal National Historical Park and to provide for a parkway in 
the State of Maryland. S. 77 was amended and passed the Senate 
August 29, 1957. Hearings were held by the House Subcommittee 
on Public Lands in June, July, and August of 1958 and the Senate 
bill was reported to the full committee without further amendment 
on August 18. No further action was taken. 

That was near the end of the session and, therefore, it was too late 
for us to be able to get a rule and passage by the House. 

H.R. 2331 by Mr. Foley is identical to S. 77, 85th Congress, as 
amended. H.R. 953 by Mr. Saylor is identical to H.R. 1145, 85th 
Congress. Both would create an historical park along the Potomac 
River from the terminus of the George Washington Memorial Park- 
way above Great Falls to a point in or near the city of Cumberland, 
Md., and a scenic parkway giving access to an isolated area. Pro- 
vision is made in section 3(a) of H.R. 2331 that the designation of 
park lands shall not bar their use for future authorized works for 
navigation and certain other purposes. 

H.R. 5194, by Mr. Foley, and H.R. 5344, by Mr. Lankford, differ 
from H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331 in the following major respects: 

1. Section 1(a) prohibits the development or improvement for 
park purposes of park lands situated from the terminus of the George 
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Washington Memorial Parkway above Great Falls to a point in or 
near the city of Brunswick, Md., until 6 months after the Secretary 
of the Army, with the approval of the President, has submitted a com- 

rehensive river basin report. This is an area under study as the 
site of a proposed major reservoir for metropolitan water supply and 
other purposes. It also provides that the designation of park lands 
shall not bar their use for future authorized works for water supply 
and other purposes, nor bar feasibility investigations by the Army 
or the District of Columbia, and that the cost of park lands used for 
such purposes shall become costs of such works. 

9. Section 3 directs the Secretaries of the Army and the Interior, 
within 3 years, to submit coordinated comprehensive plans for water, 
land, and park developments within their respective scopes. It also 
requires annual consultation on park developments between the Sec- 
retary of the Interior and the Secretary of the Army and the District 
of Columbia Commissioners with respect to expenditures for park pur- 
poses in order to avoid conflicts with future water resources develop- 
ments and provides that water storage projects shall be operated in 
such fashion as to minimize interference with the park. 

The first witness this morning is Congressman Lankford, of Mary- 
land. Congressman Lankford, we are very happy to have you. It is 
always a pleasure to have you before our committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD E. LANKFORD, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Lanxrorp. Thank you, Madam Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

I appreciate very much this opportunity to come here and testify 
on behalf of my bill, H.R. 5344, which is identical to H.R. 5194, which 
has been introduced by my very able colleague and good friend, Con- 
gressman Foley of the Sixth District of Maryland. 

I am aware of the fact that this subcommittee held extensive hear- 
ings on a measure similar to H.R. 2331 relative to the establishment of 
the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park in the 
closing days of the 85th Congress. Therefore, it is my intention to 
confine my remarks to an explanation as to why I believe that the 
approach taken by H.R. 5344 and H.R. 5194 can provide a solution 
tothe impasse that developed last year. 

It was indeed regrettable that the conflicting views of numerous 
groups generated considerable local publicity last year, and it is my 
sincere hope that this legislation can be considered calmly and ob- 
jectively with a view to reaching agreement on mutually desired 
features of the legislation. 

In studying the testimony of the last. subcommittee hearings on 
this subject, I could not help but feel that each opposing side was 
less than constructive in forecasting doom for its team in the future 
in the viewpoint of the other side was not immediately discarded. 
I stress “in the future” because so much of the debate dealt with 
strictly hypothetical matters. 

One group demanded great assurances that multiple-purpose de- 
velopment of the Potomac River Basin would not be permanently dis- 
carded through single-purpose park development. They felt that the 
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proposed legislation, identical to H.R. 2331, now before the committee, 
would possibly prevent any multiple-purpose activity because the 
bill did not sufficiently guard against hasty or arbitrary action. 

On the other hand, the vision of a water storage project on the 
Potomac at some indeterminable date incurred similar wrath. Pro. 
ponents of this other side to the issue felt that rephrasing and re- 
wording would constitute defeat and invite multiple-purpose usage to 
which they were opposed. 

H.R. 5344 and 5149 fill the need for a feasible and desirable alter- 
native to H.R. 2331. Legislation is clearly needed that will allow 
immediate park authorization with sufficient assurances to all sides 
that opportunity for debate will exist on any future recommendations 
for use of the area contemplated in this legislation as a national park, 

Passage of my bill or Congressman Foley’s bill will create a park 
immediately encompassing the same land areas as previously proposed. 

Government agencies involved will have their jurisdiction and 
prerogatives respected. The Army Corps of Engineers, now studying 
the Potomac Basin, is to report no later than 3 years hence. Its study 
is respected and mr here This was not the case last year. It is 
impossible to predict what the study will show or what recommenda- 
tions might follow. 

The District of Columbia and the Secretary of the Army are 
brought into the picture in that the Interior Department is required 
to consult with them before going ahead on park improvement. The 
door is left open for the decision of the public and its elected 
representatives in future years with respect to multiple-purpose 
development. 

The question of the desirability of water storage projects, of the 
demand for pollution abatement measures, and the feasibility of 
expanded recreational projects will thus be provided for as these 
needs arise. 

The old Chesapeake & Ohio Canal affords recreation to lovers of 
canoeing, boating, and hiking. The plan to reestablish the old canal 
so that its former picturesqueness, with the old towboat and towpath, 
will restore to all Americans a most interesting part of our heritage. 

We in Maryland want a clean river and adequate water supply. 
The passage of this legislation will beyond doubt bring these objec- 
tives closer to realization. I urge strongly the favorable action 
on either H.R.5344 or H.R. 5149. 

Let me finish by saying that my real interest in this is to preserve 
a historic river, the Potomac River. I think I have demonstrated 
in the past that this is so and I hope to demonstrate today on the 
floor of the House that this is my real objective, because, as some of 
you may be aware, I am proposing an amendment to the Interior 
appropriations bill to restore an item of a million dollars so that the 
George Washingotn Parkway may be completed down to Fort 
Washington. 

Let me thank you again for this privilege of appearing before 
you. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Congressman Lankford. Are there any 
committee questions ? 

Mr. Utitman. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon. 
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Mr. Utiman. I just want to commend the gentleman for not only 

ood forthright statement, but for the fact that he has come here 
with a bill that sounds to me like it makes sense, the sort of thing 
that has a chance of getting some action in this Congress, and after 
all that is what the gentleman wants for his constituents. I want to 
commend him for coming here with that in mind. 

Mr. Lanxrorb. I thank the gentleman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sayxor. I would like to commend our colleague from Maryland 
for his statement this morning. 

I missed one part, I think, of the closing paragraph of your state- 
ment in which you said the people of Maryland want a clean river 
and—I missed the second part. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. And an adequate water supply. I think the two 

o hand in hand because you can have all the water you want, and if 
it isnot clean, it is not going todo us any good. 

Mr. Sartor. Do you know whether or not the present session of 
the Maryland Legislature has done anything to pass any law which 
will require the communities that front on the Potomac River in your 
State to take care of their own sewage problems ? 

Mr. LankrorD. I am not familiar with any laws that have been 
passed this particular session of the legislature, but we have laws 
controlling pollution of the waters in Maryland. We also have the 
interstate compact, which is joined in by your State, my State, and 
Virginia, and West Virginia, and the District of Columbia, for the 
control of pollution in the Potomac River. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I ask that question, in the hearings last 
year we had statements that neither Maryland nor Virginia had 

assed any laws requiring communities that, up until this time have 
va dumping raw sewage and mineral and industrial waste into 
the Potomac River, had laws to correct the situation. I think it is a 
matter of grave importance to not only the people of the District of 
Stehs, but all of the people. 

Mr, Lanxrorp. If I may interrupt, it is particularly important to 
my district because water runs downhill and we are on the downhill 
part of the Potomac River. 

Mr. Sayuor. That is the part I was coming to: You are on the 
receiving end of everything upstate. 

Mr. Lanxrorpb. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there any further questions of the Congressman ? 

Thank you very much, Congressman Lankford. As usual, you 
have given us a very constructive and succinct statement, and we do 
appreciate having it at the beginning of the hearing on the C. & O. 
Canal legislation. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Our next witnesses this morning are Mr. Ben Thomp- 
son, Chief of the Division of Recreation Resource Planning, and 
Mr. Frank E. Harrison, Special Assistant to Conrad Wirth, Director 
of the National Park Service. Both are from the Department of the 
Interior. 

Mr. Wirth has been unable ‘to be present this morning and Mr. 
Thompson is taking his place. 

Has Congressman Johnson arrived in the room ? 

39315— 592 
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(No response. ) 

Mr. Cunnincuam. May I ask a question? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. CunnincHAM. We now have a park from within the District 
up to Great Falls? 

Mrs. Prost. If the gentleman will withhold his question the Chair 
will make this statement: Mr. Thompson can be very helpful at the 
outset of his testimony by indicating on the map a description of the 
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal as it exists today. This will give the com- 
mittee members a better understanding of what is involved in this 
legislation. 

Last session, as the Chair recalls, it was some 2 or 3 days before we 
had a map and, therefore, we were in the dark and somewhat con- 
fused. Mr. Thompson, could you preface your statement by pointing 
out on the map what exists and what is proposed so that the new 
members particularly can see what is involved ? 


STATEMENTS OF BEN H. THOMPSON, CHIEF, DIVISION OF RECREA. 
TION RESOURCES PLANNING, AND FRANK E. HARRISON, SPECIAL 
ASSISTANT TO CONRAD E. WIRTH, DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL 
PARK SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. THompson. Madam Chairman and members of the committee, 
I am Ben Thompson, Chief of Recreational Resource Planning of 
the National Park Service. 

I am pointing out what is shown on the map. I have copies of 
circulars of information on the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal which 
might be of interest to the members aad are available, if you would 
like to have them. 

I think you can all see this very well. The map is necessarily 
diagrammatic because on that scale it could not be anything else. 

Here is the District of Columbia in the lower right-hand corner, 
Hagerstown a little more than halfway up in Maryland, Frederick 
in Maryland, Winchester in Virginia. This meandering portion 
of the river is in the gorge of the Potomac, and here is Cumberland 
up at the left. 

The dark blue represents diagrammatically the Potomac River. 
The green represents diagrammatically the right-of-way of the Chesa- 
peake & Ohio Canal which, as you can see, very closely parallels the 
river practically all the way, except in a few places where it cuts 
across rather long, long bends in the river. 

The red shows, diagrammatically, suggested land acquisition to pro- 
vide buffer areas for the canal and the riverside scene, to provide lands 
that would be necessary for public access and development, to provide 
lands that would be useful as wildlife propagation and hebitebion 
and to give adequate park unity. 

Shown by hatching beginning a little above Great Falls and up tothe 
vicinity of Brunswick, is also the general outline of the possible res- 
ervoir, if the dam were constructed at River Bend above Great Falls, 
as proposed a number of years ago to.elevation roughly 246 feet above 
sea level. 

A brief word as to the canal. Construction was started in 1828 and 
the objective of it was to provide a water route of transportation from 
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the Atlantic up through the Potomac River across to Cumberland and 
down to the Ohio. The canal was built in segments and by 1850 
reached Cumberland. There had been much delay, because of litiga- 
tion and land acquisition and other problems. 

The canal had its greatest use during and after the Civil War. 
Shortly after the Civil War there were some 500 canal barges 
that were operating on the canal and the old barges were approxi- 
mately 100 feet long and over 12 feet wide and they were drawn by 
mules. The people who owned and operated them usually resided or 
lived on the barges and they went day and night in their traveling. 
They would pull the barge with one team of mules and when that 
team was pulling, the resting team was on a portion of the barge and 
so they kept moving. . 

As railroad transportation increased and as highway transportation 
increased, the utility of the canal as a transportation device went 
down. Finally, in 1924, its use as a transportation device was 
abandoned. 

However, the canal had been well built, particularly the hand-hewn 
stone locks and the aqueducts crossing the streams that come into the 
Potomac, and a number of lock houses were of stone construction and 
of a delightful, but modest type of architecture. Many of those fa- 
cilities still remain. The frame structures have, of course, long since 


one. 
vie 1938, the Federal Government bought the canal under NIRA, 
the National Industrial Recovery Act authority as a public works proj- 
ect and it was intended it would be used as a parkway. 

Studies were made subsequently and in 1950, a report was published 
in which the Bureau of Public Roads and the National Park Service 
had collaborated in the study of road possibilities, the idea being there 
might be a water level road, parkway road, from Cumberland to the 
District. 

That had apparently many faults as a proposal, at least 
it became highly controversial, and further study was given to the 
canal property to determine what might be the best possible use of it. 

At this point, I would like to add that, situated along the bank of 
the Potomac River as it is for some 185 miles from Washington to 
Cumberland, it is one of the most scenic, one of the most picturesque 
riverside trails in the United States, and the canal generally is in 
the best preservation of any of the large old canals of that era. 

Following our later study, the Secretary of the Interior and mem- 
bers of the Maryland delegation recommended that the canal not be 
used for parkway purposes and that no road be built along the tow- 
path or along the canal, but that instead it be preserved as a 
historic site with access from the side coming in with roads from 
existing roads, wherever that would be needed, and that the canal 
structure be restored insofar as it was economically and engineeringly 
feasible, and that camping facilities and picnic grounds and fishing 
and boating facilities and water and sanitary facilities be provided 
for the public. 

An additional part of the proposal was that in this section up here 
where the river goes through the mountains, and there is a meander- 
ing gorge, that a parkway some 23 to 25 miles in length from 
State Route 51 right here, which comes down from Cumberland 
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and crosses the river into West Virginia, be constructed back away 
from the river up on Town Ridge, which is the first high ridge wit 
a view overlooking the gorge and surrounding country, and brought 
back down to a State highway which comes in from Highway 49 
near Woodmont Rod and Gun Club. : 

The essence of that proposal is in the bills before the committee 
today. 

The objectives, I believe, for the park are the same as I have de. 
scribed previously and as were presented in considerable detail before 
the committee last year. 

I would like to refer at this point to certain statements that were 
in the hearings last year 

Mrs. Prost. At this point, may the Chair ask along the lines of the 
question of the gentleman from Nebraska, What is the status of the 
canal today ¢ 

Mr. TuHomprson. The canal is owned by the Federal Government: 
it is operated and maintained for public recreation. The lower por- 
tions of it from Georgetown in the District up to about Seneca Creek 
are managed by the National Capital Parks, since the heaviest use 
comes from the Washington metropolitan area. From that same point 
on up to Cumberland, it is managed as the C. & O. Canal by an office 
in Hagerstown and that comes under our regional director of Region 
5, Philadelphia. Superintendent Edwin M. Dale is in charge of it and 
he is here today in case the committee wishes to ask for detailed infor- 
mation which he would certainly be able to provide. 

We have in the last 2 or 3 years been able to carry on more main- 
tenance of the locks and the aqueducts and the towpath and other 
structures than we had been able to do previously including the 
restoration of the tunnel up near Paw Paw which is quite a feature. 
It is right here where the tunnel cuts across. It is about 3,100 feet 
long and it is a beautiful bridge arched tunnel, where the tunnel goes 
through the mountains. That has also been restored. No major 
developments have been put in for public use as yet. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

We do appreciate your giving us a summary of what is involved 
and you may proceed with your statement in whatever manner you 
desire. 

Mr. THompson. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Thompson has referred in his presentation of the 
historic background to two documents in the background studies that 
were made. I would ask unanimous consent that Mr. Thompson be 
requested to present copies of these reports for examination. 

Mrs. Prosr. Can you do that? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes; I can do that. 

Mrs. Prost. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. THompson. During the discussion the National Park Service 
had with representatives of the State government of Maryland, 
including its department of game and inland fish, we worked out 
mutual understandings as to how the canal might be used so that it 
would not interfere with hunting on either side of it and so that canal 
lands insofar as they were not needed for other park purposes, might 
be available for game propagation purposes. 
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These statements which covered the objectives of the proposed 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and the state- 
ment on related park operations and plans and guidelines for the 
acquisition of lands for the proposed park all are reproduced on 
ages 20 to 22 of the hearings last year and correspondence between 
the Maryland Game and Inland Fish Commission and the Park 
Service were reproduced on pages 24 to 26 of the hearings. 

I wish to refer to those to indicate that they still reflect our think- 
ing and our understanding as it was reached at that time. 

There is one more point that I believe will be of particular interest 
to the committee, and that is the problem of access to the Potomac 
River for the use of its waters for industrial or agricultural or 
municipal purposes. , 

In that respect I would like to refer to the act of August 11, 1953, 
which authorized and directed the Secretary of the Interior to grant 
easements and rights-of-way across or through or under the canal so 
that people in industries could use the river water as circumstances 
might require. 

We have been living with that law for a number of years and I 
believe it has worked safely and that there are a number of rather 
major industrial developments that have resulted from that. 

That law is recognized in the pending bills before this committee 
and is continued in effect and force so that the proposed park or the 
existing canal, either one, does not stand as a barrier to access to the 
river. 

I believe that completes what might be helpful to the committee 
with the exception of our departmental report, a copy of which I have 
just received. If the committee would like to have it read at this 
time, I shall be glad to do so. 

Mrs. Prost. There appears to be only the original and the carbon 
copy. I do not believe committee members have received copies. 
For the benefit of the members present, you may read it. 

Mr. Toomrson. The following is the report of the Department of 
the Interior on the legislation you have before you. 


DeaR Mr. ASPINALL: Your committee has requested reports on the following 
bills. H.R. 953, H.R. 2331, and H.R. 5194 to establish the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park and to provide for the administration and mainte- 
nance of a parkway in the State of Maryland, and for other purposes. 

We recommend the enactment of either H.R. 953 or H.R. 2331. We recommend 
against the enactment of H.R. 5194, unless it is amended to conform to the 
language of H.R. 953 or H.R. 2331. 

All of these bills provide for the establishment of a Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park. H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331 are identical except 
that FLR. 953 has an additional proviso in section 3(a) which provides that the 
establishing of the park would not limit the authority of Congress to authorize 
flood control, water supply, power, and other works within the designated park 
boundaries. H.R. 5194 is substantially at variance with the foregoing two bills, 
and which by the imposition of certain prohibitions and limitations is, in our 
opinion, undesirable. 

The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, built during the American canal building era, 
illustrates one of the most significant phases in the development of our national 
‘ommunication system that has served to bind the Nation together. The canal 
played an important role in our country’s early westward expansion. It made 
the vast resources of the Potomac River Valley and the trans-Allegheny region 
hore accessible to tidewater and the eastern markets. 

Establishment and preservation of canal property, as a national historical 
park, is in the public interest. ‘Many of the historical canal structures of the 
cunal-river era are no longer in existence. Others are rapidly deteriorating, 
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however, those that remain are symbolic of an era of progress in our Nation’s 
history. These and the outstanding scenic and inspirational values of the pro- 
posed park should be preserved for the public benefit and enjoyment. In adgi. 
tion, substantial economical benefits will accrue to the immediate region affected 
by this park. 

Various proposals have been considered in recent years for public use and aq. 
ministration of this historic and scenic canal property. We have studied these 
proposals and have considered them in cooperation with the State of Marylang 
in order to reach a solution that will permit the preservation and use of the 
canal property for both recreational and historical purposes. We believe this 
should be accomplished in a manner that will permit appropriate recreationa| 
and other uses of adjoining land along the canal property and the Potomac 
River. Our surveys of the canal property lead us to the conclusion that the 
major portion of this property. that portion extending between the Great Falls 
terminus of the George Washington Memorial Parkway to the vicinity of Gum- 
berland, Md., should be established as a public park area. 

All of these bills provide for the promoting and developing of wildlife propa- 
gation, wilderness conservation, public recreation, and related purposes. At 
this time there are no fish and wildlife service units in the immediate vicinity 
cf the proposed park, the closest installation being the Leetown Fish-Cultural 
Station in West Virginia, which is located approximately 10 miles southwest 
of the upper end of the canal. 

H.R. 958 and H.R. 2331 are identical with the exception of the following 
provision that appears only in H.R. 2331: 

“That designation of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historica] 
Park purposes shall not debar or limit, or abridge its use for such works as 
Congress may in the future authorize for improvement and extension of naviga- 
tion, or for flood control, or irrigation, or drainage, or for the development of 
hydroelectric power, or other purposes.” 

Thus, the establishment of the park would not constitute a barrier to projects 
of the nature named which Congress in the future might find desirable. This 
Department does not object to the inclusion of such language in. the bill. 

We would suggest a minor perfecting amendment to H.R. 953. This would 
change the word “contained” on page 1, line 8, to “containing.” 

We feel that the added and revised language of H.R. 5194 would result in the 
establishment of a park, the administration and operation of which would 
present numerous difficulties and would make practically impossible its ad- 
ministration within the objectives and purposes of the act of August 25, 1916 
(39 Stat. 535). 

The additional language in that bill starting on page 2, line 9, would prohibit, 
for a period of time, the development and improvement of a substantial portion 
approximating about 45 miles of the historic C. & O. Canal property which is 
already a part of the National Park System. Being a part of the system, the 
Secretary of the Interior now has the authority to preserve and develop this 
portion of the proposed historical park. The enactment of such a provision 
would appear to constitute a diminution of the Secretary’s existing authority. 
It should further be noted that this 45-mile section of the proposed park lies 
closest to the heavily populated Washington metropolitan area where recreation 
needs are great. 

Subsection 3(b) would place severe limitations upon the use of funds for the 
development of the entire park. We feel that these limitations would be con- 
fusing, delaying, and otherwise undesirable from a managerial standpoint. 
Moreover, the general objective of the provision may be accomplished within 
existing budgetary procedures, through review of the Bureau of the Budget and 
final approval of the Congress itself, in the form of actual appropriations for 
the park. This Department believes that such a limitation upon the Secretary's 
authority is both unnecessary and unwise. 

For the above reasons, we recommend against the enactment of H.R. 51M 
unless its language is amended to conform to either of the other two bills dis- 
cussed herein. 

As prescribed by the act of July 25, 1956 (70 Stat. 652), which requires that 
certain reports of the executive branch to the Congress contain information 
pertaining to the number of civilian officers and employees required to carry 
out additional or expanded functions, we have prepared and enclose herewith 
a statement concerning these matters as they apply to H.R. 953 and ELR. 2331, 

Because of the urgency of your request, this report is being sent to you prior 
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to its submission to the Bureau of the Budget, and therefore, we have not been 
advised by that agency concerning the relationship of the views expressed 
herein to the program of the President. 
Sincerely yours, 
ELMER F.. BENNETT, 
Under Secretary of the Interior. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


Statement to accompany the report of the Department of the Interior concern- 
ing H.R. 953, H.R. 2331, and 8. 77 relating to establishment, administration and 
protection of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and 
related parkway. 


Estimated additional man-years of civilian employment and expenditures for the 
1st 5 years 





Estimated additional man-years of civilian | ist year | 2d year 3d year 


4th year | 5th year 
employment 





Administrative services and support 


Accountant ‘ . a 1 1 9 2 2 
Clerical and administrative aids 2 9 4 5 5 
Stenographic 1 2 3 3 3 
 —- ; . 4] 5 | y 10 10 
Substantive (program 
Superintendent 1 1 ] 1 | 1 
Chief Ranger and rangers 7 7 7 7 7 
Historian l l I 1 1 
Naturalist l l l 1 I 
Stenographic and clerical 2 9 2 2 9 
Engineer 2 3 7 9 9 
Architect. l 2 2 2 2 
Landscape architect - 3 3 6 8 8 
Engineer aid 1 l 7 10 9 
Maintenance super visor l l 1 l 1 
Skilled tradesman - -- 3 3 3 3 3 
Unskilled labor -- 6 6 6 6 6 
Stenographic and clerical 2 3 5 5 5 
Total__. ti $1 34 49 56 ) 
Total estimated additional man-years of civil- 
ian employment--- nis ; | 35 39 | 58 66 65 
| | 
Estimated additional expenditures | 
Personal services - - ; ---| 175,000 | 200,000 | 321,000 | 374,000 367, 000 
All other. . ..--.- a | 495,000 | 770,000 |1, 349,000 |2, 196,000 | 2, 303, 000 
ics ae ...--| 670,000 970, 000 |1, 670,000 |2, 570,000 | 2, 670, 000 


Mrs. Prost. Does that conclude your statement ? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. I think some members may have questions to ask. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Uttman. Mr. Thompson, did you tell us how and when this 
canal was acquired by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Tuompson. It was bought as a public works project in 1938 
under the authority of the National Industrial Recovery Act. 

_Mr. Uttman. What is the average width of the property owned; 
including the canal and land on each side ? 

Mr. Tuompson. I can give you only a rough approximation of that. 
It varies from, I think, as little as 60 feet in some places to, perhaps, 
a quarter of a mile. When land was acquired for the canal in the 
taking, sometimes apparently they had to take a whole property, 
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rather than just the necessary width for the actual ditch and the 
towpath. And that accounts for the variation in width. 

Mr. Uritman. What is the general status of the locks? I assume 
that they no longer operate. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Tuompson. The canal was restored, the lower portion of it 
from Georgetown to Seneca Creek, as a public works project during 
the 1930’s. That part still has w ater in it and the locks are in good 
condition. Some of the locks are actually used for barges, particy- 
larly in the lower few miles of the canal where through “the summer 
months a barge takes visitors up and down the canal as a chanee to 
see the setting and the scenery. 

Mr. Utitman. In the reaches above 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Particularly in places where the water level rises 
through the locks, what is the status of the locks? Is there water in 
the canal ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Generally not. There are segments of the canal 
where there is water which may come in from side streams. And in 
places such as Big Pool and Little Pool there is quite an area of 
water. I would suggest that Superintendent Dale could give you a 
more precise answer on that than I can. 

Mr. Uttman. Do we anticipate having him as a witness ? 

Mrs. Prost. Who? 

Mr. UttmMan. Superintendent Dale. 

Mrs. Prost. No. 

Mr. Utitman. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

I do not want to press the case because we want to move along 
here. 

But the general status is disrepair, is that correct, overgrown with 
trees in much of the canal ? 

Mr. Tuompson. The towpath has been cleared in the last 2 years 
and there has been considerable clearing of trees in portions of the 
canal. Also there has been cutting of trees and shrubs and so on that 
have been growing out between the stones of the aqueduct and the 
locks. So that the main structures of the canal we have tried to keep 
in as reasonably good condition as possible. 

Mr. Uriman. It has been under the Park Service since 1934; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. THompson. 1938 

Mr. Utiman. 1938? 

Mr. THompeson. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. This canal has been under the jurisdiction of the 
Park Service? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. Very briefly, why does the canal end at Cumberland! 
Is this the actual end of the canal ? 

Mr. THomeson. That is the actual physical end of it. The plans of 
the canal company were changed during the building of the canal, and 
they decided to stop at Cumberland rather than go on across the 
mountains and down to the Ohio. 

Mr. Utiman. Where does it terminate, back in the river? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. Back in the Potomac? 





is it Seneca? 
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Mr. THomrson. Yes. It has outlet and inlet locks to the Potomac. 

Mr. Utuman. And is there another river, Cumberland River? 

Mr. THompson. Cumberland and branches continue on a good many 
miles from there, but the principal transportation was from Cumber- 
land down to Washington. : 

Mr. Utitman. The locks do not terminate in the Cumberland River, 
however ; they terminate in the Potomac? 

Mr. Tuompson. In the Potomac. 

Mr. Utiman. In order to get in the Cumberland you would have to 

from the canal to the Potomac and then the Cumberland ? 

Mr. THoomrson. The town of Cumberland I was speaking of, at the 
junction of Wills Creek and the north fork of the Potomac. 

Mr. Utitman. I see. One question about the parkway. Does this 
parkway have any real function transportationwise? In other words, 
is it more than just a sightseeing parkway ? 

Mr. THomrson. No; it would not be for trucking and general com- 
mercial use. It would be a park road. That would be the purpose 
of it, to get people up there where they could get this magnificent view 
and would have access to the mountainous portion there where the 
river comes through the gorge. 

Mr. Utitman. That is all for the time being. I reserve the balance 
of my time. . 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. What is the status of the land that is under your 
jurisdiction at the present time? 

Mr. Tuompson. It is Government land, national park land, man- 
aged as such and appropriated for each year. 

Mr. Sartor. Is it the opinion of the Park Service that C. & O. 
Canal is such a historic object that it should be preserved and that 
in its preservation these people who live near and visit the C. & O. 
Canal would have a chance to enjoy it, not only today, but in its enjoy- 
ment leave the canal unimpaired for future generations ? 

Mr. Tuomeson. Yes. And it is located near enough to the major 
population centers of our country that in our mind there is no doubt 
that it would have tremendous use. 

Mr. Saytor. Within 150 miles radius in any direction from the 
C. & O. Canal, do you have any idea of the number of people that 
live? 

Mr. Tuomrson. I cannot tell you that offhand, but we could com- 
pute it easily and would be glad to supply the information to the 
committee. 

Mr. Sartor. I think it was referred to by a witness in the hearings 
last year as a “poor man’s national park.” In view of the tremendous 
— centers that we have in Baltimore, Philadelphia, Newark, 

renton, New York, to the north, and Richmond and Charleston, 
Danville, Roanoke and other towns in the South, might this be an 
apt title to be given to this Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park? 

Mr. Tompson. I believe so. I think that it would not be costly 
nor difficult to get into the area and enjoy it and the related recreation 
of the Potomac River. 

Mr. Sayzor. In the development of the Chesapeake and Ohio Na- 


tional Park what plans have the Park Service made for the enjoyment 
of the public who visits it 2 
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Mr. THomrson. We are in process of formulating more detailed 
plans, a master plan as we call it for the area, but they have not been 
completed. 

I could state that generally, however, it would provide for facilities 
to interpret the historic features and natural history of the region 
that the canal traverses, which could include a museum and probably 
trailside exhibits. We would expect to provide access and parking, 
camping and picknicking facilities and hiking and boating and fish- 
ing facilities. In other words, the kind of public-use facilities that 
you would need for people to get out on weekends or longer to enjoy 
the canal and the adjacent river. , 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, the hiking facilities which exist from 
the terminus in Washington to the terminus in Cumberland would 
be continued ? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. You would have areas for parking, areas for camping, 
and in addition to the section which you have described from just 
outside of Hancock, west on the river to allow people to see a part of 
the scenic beauty of this area ? 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. In that section, am I correct, it is one of the areas in 
which it is necessary for you to acquire more additional land than you 
now own / 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Saytor. Can you tell us approximately how many acres it would 
be necessary for you to acquire to establish that part of the parkway? 

Mr. Tuompson. Approximately 10,000 acres additional to what is 
now owned in the canal right-of-way from Great Falls to Cumberland 
specified in the bill. That would be to provide scenic buffer area par- 
ticularly where the canal is very narrow, where the right-of-way is 
very narrow, and provide the access points and so on, we were 
discussing. 

The lands for the parkway up here would not be purchased by the 
Federal Government. The bill would provide that that could be 
accepted, which would be in accordance with the parkway procedure 
everywhere else. The Federal Government would accept the right-of- 
way for this parkway from the State or other donors. And the park- 
way would be built after the lands were conveyed to the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Thompson, certain sections of the last two bills 
have been referred to here, 5149 and 5344, and as I read them they 
would have the effect of taking away from the Secretary of the Interior 
the present jurisdiction that he has over this land which is now Federal 
property. Is that the interpretation which the Park Service and the 
Department of the Interior places on these two bills? 

Mr. Tuompson. If those bills were enacted, they would set certain 
limitations and restrictions on his authority which do not now exist. 

Mr. Sartor. From the time that the National Park Service Act of 
1916 was enacted do you know to the present time, do you know or 
does Mr. Harrison know, of any act passed by Congress establishing 
a national park that limited the authority of the Secretary of the 
Interior, as specified in the act of 1916 ? 

( Discussion off the record. ) 
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Mr. Tuompson. I know of none that are comparable to the provi- 
sions contained in the two bills that you mentioned. 

Mr. Uttman. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. Do you mean that there have not been any national 
park bills passed with restrictions in them of various kinds? 

Mr. THomrson. Oh, yes; there have been various restrictions but 
[cannot recall any that are comparable to these particular ones. 

Mr. Utitman. None of this particular kind? 

Mr. THomrson. That is right. 

Mr. Sayxor. In other words, these restrictions would actually take 
away from the Secretary of the Interior control over an area within 
thenational park ? 

Mr. THompson. I believe it would make it very difficult for him to 
manage this area in accordance with the purposes of the organic act 
of August 1916 which is the general purpose of the national parks. 

Mr. Sartor. Am I correct that back in 1953 Congress passed an act 
which authorized the Secretary of the Interior to allow easements to 
be granted across the land which is now known as the C. & O. Canal 
land in the State of Maryland ? 

Mr. THomeson. That is correct. 

Mr. Saytor. Can you give us roughly the number of easements that 
the Department has granted to towns or industries located along the 
Potomac River since the enactment of that law ? 

Mr. Tuomrson. I cannot do so accurately here. We would be glad 
to provide it. I am sure that it has been several hundred, several of 
which have been major, as where the Potomac Electric Power plant 
is going in near Monocacy River and up near Cumberland where the 
Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co. plant is and down closer to Washington 
near Watts Branch, where the Montgomery County Sanitary Com- 
mission is putting in a water filtration plant, and others of that kind. 

Mr. Sartor. I might say to you, Mr. Thompson, that certain offi- 
cials of several of those companies have spoken to me of the fine 
manner in which they have dealt with you and the efficient manner 
in which you have seen to it that the interests of the Government were 
protected and yet they were privileged to carry on and carry out their 
purposes. 

Mr. Tuompson. Thank you; that is encouraging. I would like to 
say this: they were most cooperative in negotiations. 

Mr. Saytor. That is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. McGinley? 

Mr. MoGintey. Not at this time, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. Cunningham? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I did not get a chance to do my homework on 
this bill, so I have to ask some questions. 

The Government owns the land from Great Falls up to 
Cumberland ? 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. And the purpose of this bill is to dedicate as 
apart not now so dedicated ? 

Mr. THompson. I could not hear. 

_ Mr. Cunnrnenam. Is the purpose of this bill, without getting 
into controversial sections to dedicate it a park and provide for 
development ? 
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Mr. Tuomprson. And also to authorize the acquisition of enough 
land to protect the scene that is there now. The scene that is there 
now will not remain that way indefinitely because the ribbonlike 
canal right-of-way is generally so narrow. There are many places, 
for instance, where there are fine growths of trees between the cana] 
right-of-way and the river. Those in due time will undoubtedly be 
used for other purposes unless they were acquired and preserved the 
present relationship of the canal and the river seene—— 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Without legislation ‘along this line—— 

Mr. Tuompson. There is no authority to acquire such land. 

Mr. Connincuam. And no authority to treat it as a national park 
to provide facilities like you have the house on the Maryland side, 
up at Great Falls. I have been in that. 

Mr. TxHomprson. There is authority in the act of 1946, the act of 
August 7, 1946, that authorizes the use of our appropriations to pro- 
tect, maintain, and improve the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. 

Mr. ConntneuaM. Then that is what confuses me. Why is this 
additional legislation needed other than to acquire more land, if you 
can do that now? ' 

Mr. Tuompson. The acquisition of lands is necessary to provide the 
public use facilities which we cannot provide. 

Mr. Cunnincnam. I understand you need authority to acquire 
more land. What authority do you need to provide to develop 
that you do not have? Do you need further authority? 

Mr. Txomrson. So far as I know—Mr. Harrison here may give 
you a more precise answer than I—so far as I know we have authority 
to administer and develop and improve the present canal right-of- 
way. 

Mr. Harrison. That is right, I am sure. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Not getting into the section over which, per- 
haps, there is controversy, just. what does the bill provide, to designate 
as anational park? Isit not designated that way now ? 

Mr. Tuompson. It not only would designate it as a national historical 
park, but we both know it would provide for the acquisition of the 
essential lands to make a park in fact. 

Mr. Cunntncuam. Would that bea major purpose then ? 

Mr. THompson. That would be a major purpose. 

Mr. Cunntncuam. I think that answers my questions. 

Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Minnesota ? 

Mr. Lancen. Just a question or two, Madam Chairman, if I may. 

I have noticed that the discussion has revealed it required the 
acquisition of about 10,000 additional acres of land. Is that correct? 

Mr. THomrson. Yes. 

Mr. Lancen. What is the anticipated cost of acquiring that land! 

Mr. Tompson. I would say, roughly, about a million dollars. 

Mr. Lancen. And then the development that is to follow in pro- 
viding whatever recreation facilities ? 

Mr. Tuomrson. The Mission 66 program, which is our 10-year park 
development program has programed approximately $7 million for 
the development of the proposed park and parkway. As the Director 
testified, I believe before this committee last year, we did not anticipate 
that the entire work would be finished by 1966, and it might run as 
high as $12 million. 
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Mr. Lancen. May I ask just what all is involved in the develop- 

ment? Does it mean restoration of the canal itself and to what 

2 

, Mr. TuHomeson. So far as restoration of the canal itself is con- 
cerned, I do not think any of us is in a position to say at the moment 
that it would be economically feasible or sensible to restore all of it. 
Some places it might be too costly. The canal, however, is more 
yseful as a recreation facility where it has water in it, both for the 
summertime fishing and canoeing and boating and in the wintertime 
for ice skating. 

Our feeling has been that we would like to see as much of the canal 
restored as is economically feasible to restore. 

The other development would be the construction of the 23 to 25 
miles of parkway road and access roads at various points, parking 
areas, public sanitation and potable water supply, picnic grounds 
and camping grounds and interpretative facilities, that kind of 
development. 

Mr. Lancen. That is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentlewoman from Illinois? 

Mrs. Srupson. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Thompson, the Chair has a few questions to ask. 

You stated that this would take some jurisdiction away from the 
Secretary of the Interior, should the latter two bills be approved by 
the committee. If the committee should approve H.R. 5194 and 
H.R. 5344, what would be the position then, of the Park Service? 
Would you be in favor of the legislation if the committee reported 
the modified bill or would you be opposed to it ? 

Mr. Tuoomrson. I do not think I am in a position to answer it other 
than to say we would be very unhappy. 

Mrs. Prosr. Even when you know that multiple purpose develop- 
ment of the river, at the river bend site, might mean greatly reduced 
electric rates for the people in the area and would more importantly 
provide very greatly needed fresh water supplies for the city of 
Washington, D.C., and would benefit. the stream pollution situation, 
which we all agree has been rather critical in recent years, you would 
still be opposed to multiple development of the river ? 

Mr. THomrson. Madam Chairman, those objectives of cheaper 
power and a clean river and the handling of the sediment all seem very 
desirable objectives. Whether they can be provided in other ways or 
whether they must be done by the River Bend Dam are questions 
which I believe have not yet been resolved, and I assume that is what 
the present studies of the Corps of Engineers are directed to. 

But, I believe that the decision whether or not we wish to preserve 
the parklike quality of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal and the border- 
ing lands along the river is a decision that can be made regardless of 
the feasibility studies of dams. I think it depends on what the people 
as a whole value and wish to keep. 

Mrs. Prost. The chairman is just as anxious, I am sure, as the Park 
Service to provide adequate recreation facilities for congested areas 
such as Washington, D.C. The conclusion I am trying to arrive at 
is, IS it not possible to have a reservoir and still maintain a park to 
serve the needs of an adequate number of people in this area in the 
185-mile stretch of the C. & O. Canal? 
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Mr. Tuompson. Yes, in the 185-mile stretch it would be possible 
but if the River Bend Dam were constructed then you would flood all 
of the river bottom and the trees and the canal and the resources that 
we think of as being very valuable for recreation for some 35 to 49 
miles of it. From the park point of view that would be quite a logs. 

Mrs. Prost. Do you feel sufficiently sure in your mind then that the 
Army Engineers report is going to favor a dam in this area because 
the legislation would merely withhold this 35-mile stretch until the 
reports come 1n ¢ 

Mr. Tuomeson. I do not know what they are going to recommend, 
but I do know that on numerous occasions in the last 2 or 3 years, 
speakers from the Corps of Engineers have talked about the desir. 
ability of the River Bend Dam at public meetings. 

Mrs. Prost. Yes, and I believe we had testimony last year that 
those surveys which had been completed indicated there was not ade- 
quate storage discovered up to that particular time which would pro- 
vide the necessary water for domestic and industrial purposes for 
metropolitan Washington, D.C., unless there were additional storage 
sites on the Potomac River itself. In view of that I just wondered 
how we could make a determination where within this 185-mile 
stretch there might be recreation facilities as well as providing the 
necessary water storage. 

And I should preface these questions with the remark that out in 
Idaho water is the very ‘lifeblood of our State. Seven reservoirs 
are required to irrigate the county where I live and the Boise Valley 
area surrounding it. We would have a desertland in the valleys of 
Idaho, if it were not for the reservoirs providing that water. There- 
fore, 1 am personally cognizant of the importance of water and want 
to make sure that we preserve for future generations the necessary 
drinking and industrial water. 

That is why I am so interested in getting your point of view with 
regard to a dam in the C. & O. Canal area. 

Should the Army Engineers’ report reveal that it is absolutely 
necessary to have a dam at that site, you feel you could not go along 
with it ? 

Mr. Tuompson. I feel that if the decision were made to protect the 
parklike qualities of the canal and the river, that means could be 
found to accomplish these other ends. I feel also that while there is 
recreation at reservoirs, it is of a totally different kind from what we 
can find in the natural river and canal scene as it is today. 

Mrs. Prost. I think it is unfortunate too that the canal along this 
particular stretch would be flooded by a dam, providing one is found 
necessary. I too wish that we might be able to preserve the whole 
185 miles of the C. & O. Canal. But I am not sure what the Army 
Engineers’ reports are going to reveal. Therefore, I felt that this 
committee might be in a stronger position to set aside this area tem- 
porarily, until the reports are in. At that time, the Congress could 
decide the issue based on the findings. For that matter this com- 
mittee could write the legislation to automatically include the 35- 
milé stretch if the Army engineers do not require storage on the 
main stem of the Potomac. 

Mr. THompson. Madam Chairman, could I say in response to that, 
that as long as the park is there, it is available. Congress can always 
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take that area if it becomes a necessity. If, on the other hand, the 
dam is authorized in advance, and is built and that part of the river 
is flooded out, that part is gone, insofar as the park value is con- 
cerned, for all time. _ ays 

Mrs. Prost. Of course, this is not an authorization for a dam on 
that stretch; it is merely withholding that stretch of the river until 
a determination is made. During the hearings last year, I recall 
having asked Director Wirth whether—after the National Park Act 
was established in 1916—he knew of an instance in which a major 
dam had been placed within a park area. And if my memory serves 
me correctly, his answer was “No.” 

Therefore, it would seem very unlikely that this committee would 
want to change the precedent that has existed since 1916 by reversing 
itself on the heels of establishing a park. Some of us are in the 

sition while considering legislation of trying to provide as many 
uses for our streams as we can, not only for recreation purposes, but 
for sweet water when needed as well as pollution control which, as 
has been testified in this particular legislation, is a necessary element 
involved in this legislation. 

Arethere any further questions ? 

Mr. UttmaAn. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Uttman. In reading your report, I want to say that, frankly, I 
am extremely disappointed in the report, because I had hoped that if 
the park does oppose this, as they do, that they would have some real 
specific reason, and I find the report is very vague and very evasive, 
if I may say, in many respects. 

Here we have a situation where we have 185 miles of canal. Under 
the bill we would be getting 145 miles of unrestricted park, 185 miles of 
park, but 145 miles would be completely unrestricted park. And as I 
look at the map, it would include an area that is not accessible by road, 
at this time. Is that correct? 

Mr. THompson. There are many roads that come in from the sides. 
They could be improved and ought to be improved. Only the major 
roads are shown on the map. There were too many little ones to 
show. 

Mr. Uttman. The problem that I have in my mind is one of lan- 
guage. Looking at the language in the bill, I see it says— 
the lands comprising the park site along the line of Chesapeake & Ohio Canal 
between the terminus of George Washington Parkway above the Great Falls of 
Potomac and within or in the vicinity of Brunswick, Maryland, shall not be de- 
veloped or improved for park purposes, but may be otherwise administered in the 
same manner as park lands until six months after the Secretary of the Army, with 
the approval of the President, submits to Congress his report and recommenda- 
tion referred to in section 3(a) of this Act. 

And this is referring to the Corps of Engineers study ; now, is this 
the = you are aincling to primarily ? 

Mr. THomrson. That is part of it; yes. I would say that all of the 
new parts are cumulative in making it more difficult to administer the 
proposed park for park purposes. 

. Uttman. I say in your report, “We feel that these limitations.” 
You do not point out any particular limitations. You have got 3(b) 
which is approximately the same type of a reservation, is it not? 
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Turning to subsection 3(b), what are the particular limitations there 
that you object to? 

Mr. Tuompson. The gist is that it would leave the park subservient 
to a water control project which has not been authorized and would 
not clearly authorize the Secretary of the Interior to proceed with the 
normal development and management of the park, without consulta. 
tion with the Corps of Engineers and the District Commissioners, and 
he would not be authorized to install any public use facilities that 
could not be completely used up and amortized, so to speak, before any 
dam might be authorized. It seems to us that this would not be au- 
thorizing a park in fact. The effect of it, to our belief, would be to 
make recreation subservient to the water control objectives and that the 
recreation would be permitted only insofar as it did not interfere with 
the water control objectives. That we feel is not in accord with the 
major purpose of the national parks, as stated in the 1916 act. 

Mr. Utiman. Except what you are saying is, then, that the stretch 
of the Potomac River between Cumberland and Washington should 
be subservient to recreation. You are saying we should pass a park 
bill that would make recreation the No. 1 objective for that stretch of 
the Potomac River. 

I think it is highly unusual policy on any river in the country, I 
um in favor of the C. and O. Canal. I think certainly we should 
pass a bill. But I think it is highly probable that if you get 145 miles 
of unrestricted and unlimited park, historical park, the only restric- 
tion on the balance being the delay to determine what the responsible 
Federal agencies determine ome be the park’s utilization of the 
river in that particular stretch. To my mind this is going more than 
halfway. I come from the West and I do not have any concern 
locally with what happens to this river, one way or the other, except 
that I am imbued with a multiple-use concept of river development, 
and I know that fresh water is one of our greatest assets, and | 
know that this metropolitan area is growing so rapidly that we are 
going to have to look ahead a few years to determine that maximum 
utilization. 

You talk about other methods of fresh water development. Out 
where I come from they talk about that too, but nobody has ever 
demonstrated how. 

Certainly, we have a saline water problem on our schedule, and this 
committee is most interested in developing a saline water program, but 
anything we can see in the future will give us such high cost that we 
cannot utilize it for the needs we are going to have in this metropoli- 
tan area. This is what concerns me. I am very much disappointed 
in the attitude of the Park Service that they want 158 miles unre- 
stricted or nothing. 

Would you care to comment ? 

Mr. Tompson. Thank you, Mr. Ullman. If I understand the De- 
partment’s report, it refers to the fact that there are established 
budgetary procedures for reviewing every estimate for every de- 
velopment or facility in a national park, and our feeling is that those 
are adequate and that a new provision of this sort, which becomes & 
restriction and a limitation on the Secretary’s management of the park, 
is unnecessary and from our point of view undesirable. 
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Mr. Utitman. In other words, what you are talking about is not this 
issue at stake by any interference with the existing established budget- 
ary procedures. What you are saying is that those procedures are not 

liable enough for us to take advantage of the particular situation we 
have here, a situation that in my opinion reflects a major matter of 
ublic interest policy. Is that what you are saying—it is strictly a 
matter of budgetary procedure that might be encumbered by the fact 
for this 45-mile stretch of the river you cannot go out and spend all 
the money or do all the improvements you want ? 

Clarifying this matter, if there is something in the language that is 
too restrictive, I think it could be remedied, because the purposes, as 
I understand it, of this language is to keep the Park Service from 
going out there and spending a lot of money in major improvements. 
But as far as your ordinary routine improvements are concerned, and 
the minor expenses, I can see no objection to the Park Service going 
out and hiring those, If the language can be improved to accomplish 
that, I would be in favor of it. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield for an observation ? 

Mr. Utiman. Certainly. 

Mr. Sayvor. I would love to see the Army Engineers come in here, 
if there was anybody who presented a bill which said that the Secre- 
tary of the Interior or the Park Service, was allowed to tell the Army 
Engineers what they do anywhere at any time, and that is just what 
this bill does. 

Mr. Uttman. The gentleman knows this bill does not authorize any 
Corps of Engineers project. 

Mr. Sayxor. It does not authorize by project, but it says that the 
Secretary of the Army is going to tell the Secretary of the Interior— 
what he may no do in a park under the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

Mr. Utitman. I just might submit to the gentleman that this river 
does not belong to the Secretary of the Interior. It belongs to the 
people of the United States of America, and we have delegated to the 
Corps of Engineers certain responsibilites in river development and 
those responsibilities in my mind are paramount to the future growth 
and development and survival of this metropolitan area and that is 
what this bill is all about, in my opinion. 

That is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Thompson, I should like to ask you, how much 
money has been expended in land acquisition up to the present time? 

Mr. Tuompson. I believe that I can get the figures for you as to 
how much of the 1938 purchase was for land. The entire purchase 
was $2 million. 

Mrs. Prost. $2 million ? 

Mr. Toompson. A portion of that was for land. 

Mrs. Prost. How much money has been expended in restoring the 
old canal and the tunnel up to the present time 

Mr. Toomrson. We can get that for you. I cannot tell you offhand. 

Mrs. Prosr. Would you know approximately the amount? 

Mr. Toompson. No, I am sorry, I do not know. 

Mrs. Prosr. I wish you would please supply it for the committee 
and for the record, the approximate amount that has been expended 
i restoration of the C. & O. Canal. 

39315—59 3 
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Mr. Tuompson. I know this year we have approximately $100,009 
and I believe it was about the same last year. von 
For the information back to 1938, we would have to assemble that, 
(The information is as follows, with the exception of H. Doc. No, 
687, 81st Cong., which has been made a part of the committee files:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C., April 7, 1959. 
Hon. GRACIE PFosT, 
Chairman, Public Lands Subcommittee, 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mrs. Prost: In accordance with your request during the committee's 
hearing on the proposed Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park 
on March 23, I am providing certain information, as follows: 

1. A copy of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal report, House Document No. 
687, Sist Congress, 2d session, August 16, 1950. 

2. A copy of my statement of March 19, 1956, concerning the proposed 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and Parkway which 
was presented to the Maryland Board of Natural Resources, March 19, 
1956. 

3. A statement of population living within 150 miles of the Chesa- 
peake & Ohio Canal. 

4. Astatement of the land acquisition cost of the canal right-of-way. 

5. A statement of the cost of canal restoration and development since 

its acquisition in 1938. 
A statement concerning easements granted under the act of August 1, 
1953, authorizing and directing the Secretary to grant such easements over, 
through, or under the canal for the use of the water of the Potomac River 
for industrial, municipal, and agricultural purposes. 

I am sorry that due to prior commitments which required my being out of 
the city it has not been possible for me to attend your hearings on this measure, 
but I am sure that you know my feelings about the urgency and desirability 
of the proposed park. 

With kind regards, 

Sincerely yours, 


- 


ConrRAD L. WirtTH, Director. 


CONCERNING EASEMENTS UNDER Act oF AvuGusT 1, 1953 (67 Svar. 359), ann 
RELATED PERMITS 


Since enactment of the 1953 act, which authorized and directed the granting 
of easements (subject to reasonable conditions necessary for the protection of 
Federal interests), the following easements have been granted or are in 
process : 

Pittsburgh Plate Glass Co., near Cumberland: For storm water sewer, sani- 
tary sewer, utility tunnel, and access crossing of canal lands. 

American Telephone & Telegraph Co., at Williamsport : Underground telephone 
eable. 

Cumberland & Allegheny Gas Co.: 12-inch gasline in Cumberland and 8-ineh 
gasline at Mexico Farms. 

City of Hagerstown, at Williamsport: Relocate a short section of canal and 
for water pipelines across (under) canal. 

Potomac Electric Power Co., at Dickerson, Md.: Two large water pipelines, 
and exhaust, with rights of access, highline cable crossing, etc. New steam- 
generating plant. 

Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Co., near locks 21 and 22: 30-inch gas pipe 
line and cathartic control unit and two 24-inch pipelines. 

City of Rockville, above Great Falls: Water intake structure and water pipe 
line. 

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, near Watts Branch: Water intake 
structure and two 60-inch water pipelines. 

City of Cumberland, in Cumberland: The several sanitary and storm sewer- 
lines involved in a new sewage-disposal system and major flood control project 
jn that city. 
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Total permits 


Sewerlines_---------------------------------- ang ans ae ene See ae as 


Nenw 


Several requests for temporary or seasonal water use for agricultural pur- 
poses have been received and honored. Incidence of such requests varies 
from season to season, depending on rainfall. Easements in effect at the time 
of acquisition of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal property have been honored. 
There are 27 roads and highway bridges and 9 railroad bridges crossing canal 
lands. ; ' 

The following special use permits are in effect : 


ee -eeenes $(OWCRIND) W.. ons ein idaeliciltntasntndbiele 22 
Agricultural (gardening and farming) ---_........---------_---------.-- 20 
Grazing---------- Ba a i sna Ben ans Sa ath — tenia aosnlebet nats ten etaee hae nee ane 16 
Water access (access to river to water stock, across canal)_-------__~_- 5 
Other (access, etc.) -----------------------_-----_-- te a a a a a a a a a a aw ao aa ae 21 
Letter permits for temporary uses for unusual and limited operations._... 53 





Cost oF CANAL RESTORATION AND DEVELOPMENT SINCE 1938 


Expenditures since 1938 for restoration and improvement of Chesapeake & 
Ohio Canal properties, $1,387,681. 


ACQUISITION Costs, CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL PROPERTIES 


The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal properties were purchased from the Baltimore 
& Ohio Railroad in 1938 for $2 million. At that time the appraised value of 
the property was about $4,400,000. Although no analysis of the $2 million pay- 
ment is available showing amounts apportioned to land and other properties, 
appraisal data asembled at that time show that the lands being purchased had 
an appraised value of about $4,150,000 and that two dams across the Potomac 
near Williamsport had an appraised value of about $250,000. The appraised 
value of lands between Great Falls and Cumberland, Md., was estimated at about 
$844,400. 

Since the amount actually paid for all Chesapeake & Ohio properties was 
somewhat less than one-half the appraised value of the properties, it would 
appear that a reduction of each element of the appraisal by one-half would 
give a fair estimate of the amount of the cost applicable to lands and dams. 
Assuming then (for the purpose of apportioning costs) that the value of the 
dams is taken as $125,000, the cost of the lands purchased would have been 
about $1,875,000, or the difference between $2 million and $125,000. Following 
the same ratio, the cost of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal lands lying between 


Great Falls and Cumberland, Md., would have been about one-half of $844,400, 
or $420,000. 


POPULATION LIVING IN ZONE OF INFLUENCE OF CHESAPEAKE & OHIO CANAL 


About 18% million people live within 150 miles of the Chesapeake & Ohio 
Canal. This includes the people of Maryland, Delaware, and the District of 
Columbia, seven-eighths of the population of Pennsylvania, one-half of that in 
Virginia, two-fifths of that in West Virginia, and smaller percentages of the pop- 
ulation in New Jersey and Ohio. 

Population estimates given below are for 1957: 

Maryland 


oR Le ta tyne is Tn is at cl eb aga se 
OS See ee ae 3 ee ee ok ee ae 426, 000 
I 209 ok weet ees Iu wat nS eee 798, 000 
Portions of : 
a hg tees ee cic. ccl Saal ieee cient eh ches sale Seed 9, 758, 700 
Virginia 


Leekiiew at Seiialb besoin dae nana 1, 929, 200 


De eb ecse tors dei ng Ee SNe See 2 849, 500 
go icin canst nicdchsin ail linca SMAI: MALL), SPUN ke 914, 600 
| ee seuliaslediig so eres. ail UU. bee SEE ATES 982, 900 


a daa nin tb ad adorasde tsa Neenah rns RE 











32 CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


A STATEMENT BY ConrAD L. WieTtH, Director, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE Concery- 
ING THE PROPOSED CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL Papx 
AND PARKWAY, MARYLAND, FOR PRESENTATION TO THE STATE OF MARYLAND, Boarp 
oF NATURAL RESOURCES, MARCH 19, 1956 


The cordial invitation of the Maryland Board of Natural Resources to atten 
its March 19 meeting and to discuss plans for the proposed Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park and parkway is very much appreciated. Byen 
though it is not possible for me personally to attend your meeting, I have asked 
Regional Director Tobin, Superintendent Kelly, Chief of Design and Construction 
Vint, Chief of Cooperative Activities Thompson, and Superintendent Dale of 
Harpers Ferry National Monument to attend the meeting and to present this 
statement of our views for your information and consideration. 

The members of the board are familiar with the joint efforts of the State ang 
the Federal Government over a period of years to work out suitable measures for 
the preservation and development of the C. & O. Canal and the bordering Jands 
along the canal and the Potomac River for public recreation. You will recall that 
a joint study of parkway possibilities was made by the National Park Service and 
the Bureau of Public Roads and the findings were published as House Document 
No. 687 in 1950. 

Subsequently there was widespread discussion of the advisability of construct- 
ing a parkway road such as had been reported feasible in the 1950 report, within 
the narrow limits permitted between the bluffs and the river and further re- 
stricted by railroads, highways, and other developments. AS a result of these 
further reflections and discussions, we came to have serious doubts that the 
proposed parkway would provide the best solution. 

Consequently, I appointed a committee early last year to restudy the proposal 
that the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal properties and contiguous lands between the 
towpath and the Potomac River be used for construction of a parkway, between 
Great Falls and Cumberland, Md., as recommended in the reconnaissance report 
of 1950. After careful consideration of the committee’s findings and further 
studies of my own, I reached the following conclusions : 

1. The canal structure as a whole should be preserved as a Federal project 
for its historic and recreation values. A road should not be built on it. 
Such stabilization and restoration of canal structures as is essential to hold 
the canal from further deterioration should be undertaken immediately. 
Canal structures should be characteristic of its early period. 

2. Lateral access roads to the canal properties should be developed in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Public Roads, the State of Maryland, and the 
adjoining counties, wherever such roads are needed. There might be short 
stretches of road, perhaps up to a few miles in length, paralleling the canal 
where that is desirable for public access to recreation areas and the use of the 
recreation potentialities of the canal and riverside lands. 

3. As a part of Mission 66, the Service expects to propose measures to 
provide the needed protection and development including (a) stabilization 
and preservation of the essential canal structures, (b) the development 
of public use area, as needed, and (c) acquisition of lands along the canal 
and between the canal and the river to protect the recreation potentialities 
and provide for public use. 

4. The canal and bordering lands up to Seneca Creek should be managed as 
a part of the National Capital park system. The canal and bordering lands 
from Seneca Creek to Cumberland should be joined with Harpers Ferry 
National Monument and administered as a separate unit of the national 
park system, under the regional director in Philadelphia. 

This decision was, I felt, consistent with the resolution of the Advisory Board 
on National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings, and Monuments, adopted at their 
last meeting, as follows: 

“The Advisory Board on National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings, and Monv- 
ments, recognizing the unique and scenic values of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, 
recommends to the Secretary of the Interior that the canal route itself be given 
the fullest possible protection and that its immediately adjacent area be pre 
served so far as possible in its historic and natural state.” 

I discussed these views with the Secretary of the Interior and Senator Beall 
and they were made known to the public. 

Public reaction both pro and con, together with further field studies and con- 
ferences with members of the Maryland congressional delegation, led to the fur- 
ther conclusion that it would be possible to combine the parkway idea with the 
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national historical park idea in such manner that we could still preserve the 
historic, scenic, and other recreation qualities of the canal and bordering lands 
and, at the same time, provide better access through the improvement of exist- 
ing roads and the construction of a parkway where it would not impinge upon 
1. 

a oansiy, following a meeting with Senator Beall and Representative Hyde, 
Secretary McKay, and myself, the following statement was issued February 
ire mestaiave Hyde and Senator Beall met with Secretary of the Interior 
Douglas McKay and Conrad L. Wirth, Director of the National Park Service, 
this afternoon and discussed the possibility of beginning work on the proposed 
¢. & O. Canal parkway from Hancock toward North Branch in Allegany County, 
Md. It was agreed that the Department of the Interior would proceed imme- 
diately to formulate plans that they may submit to the Maryland State Road 
Commission and other interested people to begin immediate work on the pro- 
posed parkway. ; 

“This work will naturally not only mean the construction of a parkway but, 
at the same time, maintain the historic beauty of the old C. & O. Canal and 
keep it intact as a recreational area. It will be a combination of a historic 
park and parkway. 

“The solution reached today is a result of several weeks of study of the 
problem by the Secretary and the Director of the National Park Service, in- 
cluding field inspection by the Director of the Park Service. 

“Details are yet to be worked out but general agreement was reached be- 
tween the above people and Mr. Wirth, Director of the Park Service, assured 
the Congressmen that he would have something tangible to submit in the next 
few weeks.” 

It is probable that some additional legislative authority will be needed. We 
are now studying this problem but our thought is that if additional legislation 
is sought, it would be drafted to supplement existing acts of Congres pertaining 
to the proposed parkway. 

At this stage we do not have specific and detailed plans to present for the 
board’s consideration but I do appreciate the opportunity to present this new, 
general approach. Studies in this direction are underway and I hope in the 
near future to have more specific proposals to take up with you. In the mean- 
time, exploration of these general ideas with representatives of the Service 
who are with you today should be helpful to all of us. 


Mrs. Prost. Are there further questions? The gentleman from 
North Dakota ? 

Mr. Burpick. Yes. 

Mr. Thompson, I was out during a portion of your testimony and 
[heard a little of it. 

Do I understand that the view of the Park Service is that the river 
is to be developed for a single purpose of park purpose? 

Mr. Tuomrson. Mr. Burdick, I hardly believe that that covers our 
point of view. The 1953 act to which I referred, which authorizes 
and directed the Secretary to grant easements and rights-of-way 
across, over, or under the canal permits the use of the waters of the 
river for industrial, municipal, and agricultural purposes. 

Our position is that dams on the main stem that would flood out 
the river bottom lands adjacent to C. & O. Canal and flood out the 
canal would result in a very significant loss of a parklike resource 
for the American people. 


; a. Burpicx. What studies have you had to determine that as a 
act 

Mr. Tompson. The 1950 report I think is probably the most com- 
prehensive one which has already been requested by the committee 
and will be provided. 


I think that is probably the report that would be most useful to 
you. 
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Mr. Burpick. If there were hydroelectric installations in the area 
you are talking about, a portion would be flooded out, you say, 

Mr. THompson. Yes. 

Mr. Burpick. How much of it? 

Mr. Tuompson. I believe 35 to 40 miles, but it would depend on the 
height of the dam that might be recommended, if any is recommended, 
and it would depend on the number of dams that might be recom- 
mended for the main stem if they are recommended. 

Mr. Burpick. Then there would be one 45 to one 50 miles unre- 
stricted or unaffected by a hydroelectric dam of any kind? 

Mr. THompson. I cannot answer that categorically, Mr. Burdick, 
My understanding of the earlier suggestion of the water control for 
the Potomac River was that it involved a series of dams and reservoirs 
and that the normal procedure is that one dam is usually followed 
by another because the purposes are related. I believe that in an- 
swer to your question that there the end result would be a very sig- 
nificant loss of the Potomac River bottom lands, far more than the 
original reservoir. 

Mr. Burptcr. I want to get this thing generalized, if I can. Is it 
your recommendation that the development be for the single park 
purpose and for no other purpose ? 

Mr. Tuompson. No, sir. 

Mr. Burptck. What other purposes do you recommend ? 

Mr. THompson. We are not recommending anything about the Po- 
tomac River as such. The Potomac River waters are available for 
industrial, municipal, and agricultural uses under the 1953 act and 
will continue to be. 

Mr. Burvick. Then what are the essential differences between H&R. 
2331 and H.R. 3544? 

Mr. Tuompson. The latter bill would, in our opinion, make the 
management and development of the park subservient to potential or 
possible water control dams and reservoirs, and the provisions in toto 
are not consistent with the purposes of the national parks, as indi- 
cated in the 1916 act, which states the purposes for which parks are 
established. 

Mr. Buroicr. H.R. 2331 would not protect a multiple-purpose de- 
velopment in the future ? 

Mr. Tuomrson. H.R. 2331, which is comparable to the one that 
was passed last year, would be acceptable. And in that respect I 
would like to read a further clarifying statement which is very brief. 
It is about half a page, if I might read that? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. Tuompson. In not objecting to the language of H.R. 2331, 
page 5, lines 12 through 17, which provides that the park shall not 
limit future congressional authorization for flood control develop- 
ment of hydroelectric power, and so forth, we wish to make it clear 
that the Department is not agreeing to the construction of a dam on 
the Potomac. Rather, we are only recognizing the continuing right 
of Congress to legislate on the C. & O. property after its establish- 
ment as a national park. The C. & O. Canal is already a part of the 
national park system, administered by the Secretary of the Interior. 
H.R. 953 and H.R, 2831 would designate this existing unit of the sys- 
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tem a national historical park. They would provide desirable bound- 
ary changes and improve administration of the property. 
r. Burvick. In short, in summary, that calls for single purpose 
elopment, does it not? 
Pe conto. Mr. Burdick, I do not believe it does. I think that 
the 1953 act in conjunction with the Park Act does not call for a 
single purpose use of the waters of the Potomac River. 

Mr. Burpicx. What is the objection to 5344 that reserves the right 
to have reservoirs for storage of water and reserves the right for water 
control? What is the objection to that? ar 

Mr. Tuompson. I believe that the provision in H.R. 2331 recog- 
nizes that Congress continues to have this authority and could author- 
ize a dam at any time it sees fit, and as long as the area is park, it is 
available, if it becomes a necessity to put in dams and flood out the 
park. If the dams are put in then the park potentialities are flooded 
out, they are gone. 

Mr. Burvicx. When you state park potentialities are flooded out, 
you are referring to that 35 miles? 

’ Mr. Tuompson. I do not know what reservoir the corps is going 
to recommend or what number of reservoirs. I only know that in 
the earlier plans there was a whole series of reservoirs. 

Mr. Burpick. Would it not be better to determine whether or not 
that dam site is needed before the money is expended on the 35 miles 
of park? 

Mr. Tuomeson. If lands are acquired in that lower 35 miles for 
park purposes and the Congress should later authorize a dam that 
would flood them out, they would still be available for reservoir pur- 
poses. I see nothing in the authorization of the park, that would pre- 
vent such future action as the Congress might wish to take. 

Mr. Burpicx. Except we would be expending a lot of the taxpay- 
ers’ money in the meantime on improvements which would probably 
be flooded out. 

Mr. TuHomrson. Well, Mr. Congressman, we too have a conscience 
about what we do with the taxpayers’ dollars. 

Mr. Burpick. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there further questions ? 

Mr. Ranpatit. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Randall. 

Mr. Ranpaux. Could you point out on the map, is there not an area 
even according to present plans of the Army Engineers that could be 
developed? The two are not unalterably inconsistent with each other 
are they? According to the map, is this Washington down in the 
lower right-hand corner there? 

Mrs. Prost. Will you withhold just a moment, please. 

The Chair would like to welcome to the subcommittee, Mr. Randall, 
a new member from the great State of Missouri, who succeeds our col- 
league and good friend, George Christopher, who passed away earlier 
this year. We welcome you to our group, Mr. Randall, and are very 
appreciative of your presence here this morning. The Chair is 
pleased to recognize the new member of the committee, the gentleman 
from Missouri. 
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Mr. Ranpatu. I am very much interested in this sort of a thing and 
yet the gentlemen from the West here have made a strong point in the 
committee. Cannot the two go along together ? 

Mr. THompson. The lower portion of the canal is from just above 
Great Falls here up to the vicinity of Brunswick is generally the 
area that would be flooded out if a dam were built at River Bend. 
That is some 35 to 40 miles. That portion of the canal and the ad- 
joining land, being the closest to the Washington-Baltimore com- 
munity, of course, is of exceptional value for park purposes. 

If that were flooded out then you would change the character of the 
recreation resources, your trees ‘would be gone, the live river with the 

variety of pools and rapids and so on would be gone, the canal tow- 
path, which makes a fine river path would be gone, the lock houses, 
Your lake would end up in the rolling farm country which is largely 
fields and that kind of thing. You would have reservoir recreation 
use, but you would not have what we consider to be a very desirable 
park resource there now. 

Mr. Ranpauu. Yet by the same token, it is only logical that water 
supply be as near the city of Washington as possible. Is that not 
true? It may make the recreational area more remote or further up, 
Another question. How far would that inundate? Do you have that 
information? That is not a proper question of you. 

Mr. Tuomrson. The corps study is not finished. 

Mr. Ranpauy. That isall I have, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Thompson, what would be the general length of 
the canal that would be made into a national historical park, if the 
35-to-40-mile reservoir should become necessary ? 

How much park in mileage would still be left ? 

Mr. THompson. If that were the only reservoir there would be 145 
miles of canal left. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Are there further questions ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Thompson. We appreciate the ap- 
pearance of both you and Mr. Harrison, and your patience with us. 

The Chair would like to state for the benefit of those who might 
not know, the reason why the gentleman from Colorado, the chairman 
of the full committee, 1s not here this morning is due to the fact 
he is hospitalized and was in surgery earlier “tod: iy. Though we 
telephoned within the last half hour, we still have no word but are all 
hoping very much he will come through with flying colors. As you 
know, he is always present at committee hearings, regardless of which 
subcommittee is meeting, and we certainly note his absence this 
morning. 

Mr. Saytor. He is in Bethesda Hospital, and will be there all week. 

Mr. McGrntey. Is he in the naval hospital ? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. The gentleman from Maryland, Mr. Foley. 

Mr. Fotry. My colleague, Congressman Johnson, from Maryland 
has asked me to read his statement to the committee because he could 
not stay until this moment to read it himself. 

Mrs. Prost. How lengthy isthe statement? 

Mr. Fotry. It is about one page. 

Mrs. Prost. At this point, the committee will hear the statement 
of Congressman Johnson, if you will read it Mr. Foley. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS F. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND (AS READ BY CON- 
GRESSMAN FOLEY) 


Mr. Fotey. I wish to be recorded as favoring H.R. 5194, introduced 
by my colleague, Representative Foley, of Maryland. I am pleased 
to note that Representative Lankford, whose district adjoins mine, 
has introduced similar legislation and presumably share my views. 
Our three districts, it is interesting to point out, cover the entire 
Potomac River in Maryland plus the area where Maryland’s river 
meets the sea. 

I might add that many Maryland residents are greatly concerned 
over the dangers from pollution which exist today in the Potomac 
River Basin. If H.R. 5194 provides even a remote chance for future 
pollution abatement, I would favor its enactment for that reason 
alone. 

Our economy demands an adequate water supply, and future needs 
for water are discussed regularly in our newspapers, particularly 
those in Metropolitan Washington. I feel, too, that many Mary- 
landers per nape most—are not blessed with recreational facilities 
like those of the Eastern Shore. They are, therefore, entitled to 
increased recreational activities such as swimming and boating in 
fresh water lakes, water skiing, and other sports. The future will 
also probably call for development of flood control so that life and 
property in the Potomac Basin can be properly protected. This 
opportunity should be pursued at every occasion. 

The First District of Maryland is also hopeful that lower cost 
electricity may at some future date replace the high 13 mills rate, 
which, I understand our local electric cooperative must now pay. 
This is an extremely high figure and the influence of lower cost elec- 
tricity on our essentially rural economy could indeed be effective. 
H.R. 5194 appears to provide for the future in this respect. 

So, too, do we need to delineate a national park area for the Chesa- 
peake & Ohio Canal so that future generations will know a bit more 
of our past and so that many miles of river will be left to the en- 
joyment of men, women, and children seeking quietude far from the 
throngs of urban life. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Foley. The time of the 
committee has almost expired and in view of the fact the next wit- 
nesses will, no doubt, take a great deal of time, the committee stands 
adjourned until 9:45 tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon- 
vene at 9:45 a.m., Tuesday, March 23, 1959.) 
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TUESDAY, MARCH 24, 1959 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Lanps, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:05 a.m., pursuant to adjournment, in 
the committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie Pfost, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the further consideration of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal 
bills. 

The first witness this morning is Colonel Sumner, Corps of En- 
gineers, Department of the Army. Do you have someone with you 
whom you would like to bring to the witness stand ? 


STATEMENTS OF COL. GEORGE B. SUMNER, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY; AND D. V. C. BIRRELL, ASSISTANT 
CHIEF, ENGINEERING DIVISION, CIVIL WORKS, U.S. ARMY 
ENGINEER DISTRICT, WASHINGTON 


Colonel Sumner. Yes, Madam Chairman, Mr. Birrell assistant 
chief of engineering in the district office. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. Do you have a prepared 
statement ¢ 

Colonel Sumner. No, Madam Chairman, I do not. You have re- 
ceived the report of the Secretary of the Army on the three bills. I 
think that states the position very clearly. I am prepared, of course, 
to answer any questions that you may have. 

Mrs. Prost. Would you like to give us a brief statement about what 
you are doing with regard to the development of the Potomac River 
and its tributaries, Colonel Sumner ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, Madam Chairman. 

The Corps of U.S. Army Engineers, through the Washington Dis- 
trict, of which I am the district engineer, is engaged in a comprehen- 
sive study of the Potomac River to include all water use, but with 
particular emphasis on water supply and pollution abatement. This 
study has been underway pursuant to a resolution of January 1956, 
introduced, I believe, by Senator Beall and Senator Neely. 

At this time, we are about to make an interim report on the North 
Branch of the Potomac from Cumberland to the source of the river, 
- we have made part of a study from the North Branch to Harpers 

erry. 
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In the appropriation that we received last year, we were asked to 
concentrate our effort above Harpers Ferry, and we have not, 1n con- 
Sequence, done any definitive study in the region of the river below 
Harper’s Ferry during this past year. 

Of the total funds expected to be required, we have received about 
one-third. We still have, as you can see, approximately two-thirds of 
the report in dollars to be completed. Of the total amount a third 
goes to other agencies, who are cooperating with us and much of their 
work is yet to be done. 

We are scheduling the report to be completed—we will have it 
scheduled, depending upon appropriations, to be completed within 
the 3 years set out in House Resolution 5194. Whether or not we 
will be able to comply with or meet that 3-year schedule will, of 
course, be dependent upon the flow of appropriations. If we get the 
$500, 000 that has been proposed for this year, and the remaining - funds, 
$601,000 next year, we should be able to complete within that time. 
If the funds for any reason are delayed, or if there are other restric- 
tions on the study, of cour se, it will be extended. At this time, we are 
hopeful of completing within that time. 

As T I said, other agencies are cooperating with the Corps of Engi- 
neers. The Public Health Service, the F ish and Wildlife Service, the 
National Park Service, and the Department of Commerce are all pre- 
paring portions of the study in which they are specialists. The De- 
partment of Agriculture, of course, particularly the Soil Conservation 
Service and their land management and small dam program, is 
involved in this study. 

I believe that is a summary of just about what the situation is on 
the study. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Colonel Sumner. 

How much money did you people request for the study of the 
Potomac for this fiscal year? 

Colonel Sumner. The President’s budget has a figure of $500,000. 

Mrs. Prost. Is that the figure you requested ? 

Colonel Sumner. That is very difficult for me to answer, Madam 
Chairman. It is very close to the figure that we requested. 

Of course, the Corps of Engineers program has to be considered in 
the light of all of the President’s program and considering = pro- 
gram, ‘that is the amount that we can use for this coming yea 

Mrs. Prost. Is $500,000 all that you would be able to “tiien this 
fiscal year advantageously ? 

Colonel Sumner. I would say it is very close to the amount, about 
as close as we can get. 

Mrs. Prost. But, you think you could use $601,000 the next fiscal 
year ¢ 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. ) 

Mrs. Prost. Colonel Sumner, when was your last comprehensive 
report made on the Potomac River and its tributaries ? 

Colonel SumNer. The previous comprehensive report was completed 
in 1944, but submitted to the Congress in 1946, printed in 1946. 

Mrs. Prost. How many dams did it provide for on the main stem 
of the Potomac? 

Colonel Sumner. May I ask Mr. Birrell? There were 14 dams, 
but they were not on the main stem 
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Mrs. Prost. — you tell us where those dams were recommended 
structed ¢ ; 
el Sumner. You want the entire list, whether on the main 
-on tributaries ? 
is. Tae If you could give us the main stem first, and tell us how 
many in number, and the names of them, and tell us the tributaries 
and how many on the tributaries. 

Colonel Sumner. All right. 

Mr. Brrreit. The lowest dam downstream was considered to be at 
Chain Bridge. The next one upstream was the Bear Island Dam, 
just immediately below Great Falls. 

Mrs. Prost. Bear Island ¢ 

Mr. Brrerevu. Bear Island. 

Mrs. Prost. B-e-a-r? : 

Mr. Brrrety. Yes. Directly above Great Falls was the Riverbend 
Dam site. Thence upstream above Harpers Ferry was the Harpers 
Ferry Dam. The next upstream was the Rocky Marsh Run. Next 
upstream was Pinesburg Dam site. The next upstream was the 
Orleans Dam site, those are all of the dams on the main stem of the 
river. 

Mrs. Prost. That is seven in total, then ? 

Mr. Brrretxi. That is the seven on the main stem. 

Then there was included the Millville Dam site on the Shenandoah 
River, with another dam site at Brocks Gap, up on the North Fork of 
the Shenandoah, up in the mountains. 

The next one was Edes Fort Dam site on the Cacapon River. 
Then there was a Springfield Dam site on the South Branch and the 
Royal Glen Dam site on the North Fork of the South Branch. Then 
there was the Patterson Creek Dam on Patterson Creek. 

I believe that should cover it. 

Mrs. Prost. That is 13, if 1 am counting correctly. 

Mr. Brrreti. The Keyser Dam on the North Branch below Keyser, 
W. Va. That was to be a low diversion dam to divert flood flows from 
North Branch by a tunnel to Patterson Creek Reservoir. 

Mrs. Prosr. If these seven dams were constructed on the main stem 
of the river, how many miles of the canal would be inundated ? 

Mr. Birreti. I would say virtually all, except some portions that 
might extend up above the reservoir level of some of the individual 
reservoirs. ‘There would be some little research to determine the 
exact mileage, I believe. 

Mrs. Prosr. They would be staggered so that one would back water 
up, and another would be constructed just above it ? 

Mr. Brrrevi. That is right. 

Colonel Sumner. May I ask Mr. Birrell a question? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Colonel Sumner. Is that true between Chain Bridge and Bear Is- 
land and Bear Island and Riverbend ? 

Mr. Brrrevi. Not exactly. In order to preserve the gorge of the 
Potomac, the full head in the stretch from Washington up to Great 
Falls was not fully developed. 

Colonel Sumner. We have not, of course, restudied the situation 
because we have concentrated above Harpers Ferry up to this point. 
, Mrs. Prost. How much money did you have last year for your 
Potomac River study ? 
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Colonel Sumner. $200,000. 

Mrs. Prost. And did you say that you were restricted to the areg 
above Harpers Ferry ? 

Colonel Sumner. The statement was that we were asked to concep- 
trate our efforts on above Harpers Ferry. 

Mrs. Prost. Who asked you to do that? 

Colonel Sumner. That was in the Senate appropriation bill. 

Mrs. Prost. So, you have made no further study then south of 
Harpers Ferry because of this restriction / 

Colonel Sumner. No specific study of any structure. We have, of 
course, given some consideration to water requirements below Harp- 
ers Ferry, but we have considered no means of meeting those require- 
ments up to this time. 

Mrs. Prost. One other question, Colonel Sumner. You feel that 
unless you get the $601,000 next year that you might not be able to com- 
plete your study in the 3-year limitation, is that correct? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, Madam Chairman. Based on our estimate 
of the ultimate cost, we will have to have the remaining funds in fiscal 
year 1961 in order to complete the study within the scheduled time. 

Mrs. Prost. I have some further questions, but I will defer for 
the moment. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Saytor. Colonel, when did these plans for building 14 dams 
on the Potomac River originate with the Army Engineers? 

Colonel Sumner. They were included in House Document No, 622 
in 1946. The actual report was made by the District in 1944. 

Mr. Sartor. What has happened since 1944 to 1959, that the Army 
Engineers’ plans for the Potomac have not been able to be accom- 
plished ? 

Colonel Sumner. If I understand your question, the plan itself 
was not a plan by the engineers. That was the District plan which 
was not concurred in by the Rivers and Harbors Board and not rec- 
ommended by the Chief of Enginers. So, perhaps, it is erroneous 
to call it the engineer’s plan. 

Mr. Sartor. Now that confirms the story that I have gotten from 
other places that this great survey that was made was so poor, even 
the Army Engineers would not approve it. 

Colonel Sumner. I would be inclined to disagree respectfully. 

Mr. Sartor. Your Chief of Army Engineers did not approve it, 
did he? 

Colonel Sumner. There was considerable objection—— 

Mr. Saytor. Answer that question. Did he or did he not ap- 
prove it ? 

Colonel Sumner. He did not, that is correct. 

Mr. Sayxor. All right. Now, the Chief of the Army Engineers, 
whether some people under him or not like his decisions, is the man 
that has the final approval and is charged with the functions that 
are given tothe Army Engineers. Is that not right ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Sayror. And the present man who occupies that position 1s 
General Itschner, is that right ? 

Colonel Sumner. That is right. 

Mr. Saytor. And General Itschner has not seen fit to come forward 
and approve that plan, has he? 
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Colonel Sumner. No, sir. ; 

Mr, Sartor. So that all of these stories that we have been reading 
by these proponents of dams from Chain Bridge on up the Potomac 
River to the headwaters have been the figment of somebody’s imagi- 
nation, and that imagination was not good enough to have the head 
of the Army Engineers, either in 1944 or any time from then down 
until now approve it, has it ae 

Colonel Sumner. I do not see it was a matter for the Army Engi- 
neers. The thing had been presented to Congress, It was not brought 
up again until 1956 and we are now engaged in a review of that re- 

rt. I believe that is the first time it has come to the attention of 
the Army Engineers as an official matter, since the 1956 report. 

Mr. SAytor. Do you mean to tell me that the Army Engineers who 
are interested in building dams all over the country, and who have 
their headquarters up here in Baltimore, and who have people that 
make up their staff, pass over the Potomac every time they leave 
Washington and go to the Pentagon, have been so lax in their interest 
in something right under their noses, that from 1944 until 1946 they 
did not think about it ? aoe 

That is the conclusion that you have got to come to if it has not 
been brought to their attention. This tremendous plan of a series of 
dams must be so great that the group of men in America who are 
charged with construction and flood control have not even bothered 
with this since 1944 down until now. That is the conclusion I have 
got to come to, Colonel. : : 

There is nothing personal in this business. I have been trying to 
find out for a number of years where this plan is, why the Army Engi- 
neers have not approved it, and I read from other witnesses how this 
tremendous plan has been drafted of a series of dams on the Potomac, 
and now they suddenly decide they have got to have more time to 
study it. 

Colonel Sumner, Of course, we take our instructions from the Con- 
gress and we make studies as directed by the Congress. Since Janu- 
ary 1956, we have been engaged in a review of the 1946 report, as di- 
rected by the Congress, That is the body that we look to for our 
authorization to make these studies. 

Mr. Sartor. It is true that you look to Congress for your authori- 
zations, but, Colonel, let us not. be so naive to come before this commit- 
tee and try and tell us that the Army Engineers do not come in with 
a whole ball of plans under their arms telling the Congress what 
they would like to investigate. 

olonel Sumner. Perhaps, I am not as informed on that, but we 
have to have money to make those plans and we do not get the money 
until we get the direction. 

Mr. Sartor. I realize that, but, Colonel, any day in the week I 
can take you over and show you representatives from the Corps of 
Engineers sitting over here waiting outside of the Appropriations 
Committee room, going in and testifying. They have got plans, they 
have got things that went into their budget which they submitted to 
the President, submitted to the Bureau of the Budget, and now they 


are coming up to Congress and asking for its approval and justi- 
fication, 
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Colonel Sumner. I believe in all cases in response to a resolution of 
the Congress to make a study, and that they have come in then to tel] 
them how much money they need, either for the study or for construe. 
tion, if it is approved. 

Mr. Sartor. Am I correct in my interpretation—and if I am ¢or. 
rect, please correct the record—that the plans which have been pre. 
pared which you are now reviewing, call for a series of 14 dams on the 
Potomac and its tributaries, and those 14 dams with the exceptions of 
the small area in the gorge at Great Falls will back water up almost 
the entire length of the Potomac. 

Colonel Sumner. I really cannot answer that. Mr. Birrell said he 
thought it very nearly did. But, you understand we have not re. 
studied this. We are not using the old plan, we are making a new 
comprehensive study. And the old plan is simply there for what- 
ever information it has. 

When we say review of the report, we actually mean this time we 
are studying with emphasis on water supply and pollution abatement 
as set out in the resolution directing the study. 

Mr. Sartor. In the report which you presented to this committee, 
you take two positions. The first is that you do not think anything 
should be done on this bill until after you have completed your report, 
That is your preliminary position ? 

Colonel Sumner. That is on two bills, I believe. H.R. 5194 did 
not have that statement. 

Mr. Saytor. And you say that if the Congress decides they do want 
to go ahead you want this provision, which was contained in S. 77 last 
year, put inthe bill. Why? 

Colonel Sumner. May [ask which bill you are referring to? 

Mr. Sayvor. I am referring to the third paragraph on page 2 of the 
statement which the Secretary of the Army sent up. 

Colonel Sumner. There are three statements. Are you speaking on 
the one with regard to H.R. 953 ? 

Mr. Sartor. 953; yes. 

Colonel Sumner. In which the Secretary of the Army asked that 

the following additional proviso be contained : 
And provided further, That designation of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park purposes shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its use 
for such works as Congress may in the future authorize for improvement and 
extension of navigation, or for flood control, or irrigation, or drainage, or for 
the development of hydroelectric power or other purposes. 

The reason for asking for that is that we know enough, we feel, 
about the water requirements for the Washington metropolitan area 
to make it fairly certain that there is going to have to be a reservoir 
somewhere of considerable size. Where that reservoir or reservoirs, 
where we recommend they go, where the facts may indicate they should 
go, we are not, at this time, prepared to say. But we feel that, cer- 
tainly, it is to the national interest not to have new constructions along 
the river at a point which may require construction of a dam for 
water for the metropolitan area. 

Mr. Sartor. I want you to point out to this committee any place 
where the Army Engineers have presented a plan which Congress has 
approved that they refuse to give the rights which the Army Engi- 
neers said were necessary to complete an authorized project. 
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Colonel Sumner. I am unable to do that. My knowledge of the 
situation just is not broad enough to give an intelligent answer to 
your question. _ 

Mr. Saytor. Colonel, I admit your frankness, and admire you for 
it. How about your friend there to your right, the civilian who stays 
down there regardless of where you may be transferred to by tomor- 
row morning. 

Colonel Sumner. Mr. Birrell is not in the Office of the Chief of 
Engineers. Whether he has knowledge of the question, I do not 
know. 

Mr. Brrreit. Any knowledge I have would be merely hearsay and 
not based on extended knowledge. That question, I would believe, 
should be answered by the Office of Chief of Engineers. 

Mr. Sartor. Colonel, would you attempt to get for us from the 
Chief of Engineers any instances that the Army Engineers have where 
they have come forward with a plan which has been approved by Con- 
gress and Congress has refused to give them the right to go in and ac- 
quire the land necessary to construct that dam. 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, I shall be happy to do that. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I ask that is, that is the only explanation I 
can possibly figure out that somebody had, that by past experience 
Congress has refused to give them something which they say is neces- 
sary after they have approved it. 

Colonel Sumner. I think there is some advantage just in having it 
in the record that there may be a dam required. Regardless of whether 
or not they may in the past have had no difficulty, or have had diffi- 
culty, I think in this case it is desirable to have on notice, there may 
bea dam, to meet the Washington water requirements. 

Mr. Sayxior. That being the case then, how do you explain the 
report on H.R. 2331, which has that provision in it? 

Colonel Sumner. I believe in that case, it made the same statement 
that was made in the previous report that: “The Department of the 
Army believes that action on the bill should be deferred pending com- 
pletion of the overall study of development of the water resources of 
the basin now underway. However, should the committee determine 
to proceed with this legislation, the Department of the Army would 
not interpose objection thereto in view of the provisions that the 
designation of the lands for park purposes shall not debar, limit, or 
abridge the use of the area for such water resources development as 
might be authorized in the future by Congress.” 

In other words, the Department of the Army goes along with the 
statement that is already in the bill. 

Mr. Savior. And, of course, you like very, very much the report on 
H.R. 5194. 

Colonel Sumner. In that case the Secretary of the Army found it, 
of course, unnecessary to say that he believed that action should be 
deferred and did go along with the bill without objection. 

_ Mr. Saytor. Now, Colonel, let us project ourselve just a few years 

into the future. The Army Engineers always request more than they 

get. That indicates that the men who have the responsibility for the 

planning of the Army Engineers are at least good planners—they are 

making sure that they will not run out of work. So they come before 
39315—59——4 
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Congress and they try to justify and get approval for what they have 
asked, know full well that they are going to be cut down. 

Now suppose in the next 3 years you do not get this amount of 
money, how long are we supposed to put this off? 

Colonel Suncner. It would be, of course, impossible for me to 
answer that question. 

Mr. Sartor. That is the situation some members of this committee 
find themselves in. Some of us for 10 years have been trying to get 
this and heard from the Army Engineers, let us put it off, let us put it 
off, let us put it off. 

Colonel Sumner. Of course, you cannot put off the water needs, 
They will grow more urgent from year to year. 

Mr. Sayuior. As the population increases, the need for water js 
going to increase, is that not right? 

Colonel Sumner. And other things, yes. 

Mr. Sartor. When did the Army Engineers first have charge of the 
water supply for Washington ? 

Colonel Sumner. 1853. At that time, the Engineers made a report, 
or a plan for developing a water supply for Washington and it was 
actually put into service in 1863. 

Mr. Saytor. 1863. 

Colonel Sumner. There were portions of it before then, but from 
the Potomac it was 1863. 

Mr. Saytor. Since 1863 what changes have been made? 

Colonel Sumner. In that feature of supplying water for Wash- 
ington ? 

Mr. Saytor. Yes. 

Colonel Sumner. The original construction was a 9 foot conduit 
intake works at Great Falls, a receiving reservoir at Dalecarlia, 
sedimentation reservoir at Georgetown and certain distributing lines, 

Some years later, there was a conduit carried to Capitol Hill and 
a crosstown tunnel. About 1903, the McMillan Reservoir was con- 
structed and the McMillan filter plant put into operation. That was 
the first time Washington had filtered water. 

Some 30 years—no ‘less than that—in the late 1920” s, the Dalecarlia 
filter plant was put into operation, and additional conduit brought 
down from Great Falls, essentially doubling the intake capacity. 

Mr. Sartor. Was that placed in the same . tunnel # 

Colonel Sumner. That was along side the other. So there are now 
parallel conduits from Great Falls to Dalecarlia. 

We are now in process of testing a new pumping station for raw 
water at Little Falls, the capacity ‘at the present time is 450 million 
gallons and designed for raising it to a firm capacity of 500 million. 

We have also increased the filter plant at Dalecarlia and we have 
put in a filtered ws ater pumping station which was completed this last 
year. 

Mr. Sartor. Under the law, the Army Engineers are still respon- 
sible, are they not, for the water supply of Washington ? 

Colonel Sumner. For collection and purification of the water. The 
District of Columbia distributes it. 

Mr. Saytor. But bringing the water to Washington is the respon- 
sibility of the Army Engineers? 

Colonel Sumner. It is. 
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Mr. Sartor. That is all. Thank you, Colonel, for your answers. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utitman. Colonel, I am more interested in the results of the 
present study than I am of the results of the study in 1944. But re- 
ferring to that study, is it not true that you have made similar studies 
on rivers all over the country. 

Colonel SumnER. Yes. We have some of our own that, from time to 
time, are in that status and we have additional reviews, from time to 
time, as circumstances change. Of course, since 1944, we have 
had the end of the Second World War and we have had this tremen- 
dous increase in population which was not foreseen and probably not 
foreseeable. This has put quite a different aspect on the water re- 
quirement. So that, at this time, the emphasis is on water supply and 
pollution abatement, which was not specifically so in the previous 
report. ; : 

Mr. Uttman. And this tremendous growth in the area has increased 
the urgency of the development of the water for that particular use? 

Colonel SuMNER. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. I imagine you are estimating the growth of this area 
in the future. Have there been any studies on that? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. Of course, the figures that have been used 
generally are those of Dr. Pickard, who was the economist for the 
Washington Board of Trade. We will have figures from the Depart- 
ment of Commerce which will be used in the study. The Department 
of Commerce is making a population projection and industrial use 
estimate that will be used in the study to determine water require- 
ments. 

Mr. Utiman. In the study that you are making, with which I am 
primarily concerned, the authorization for the study includes the 
whole river ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. How far down? 

Colonel Sumner. All the way to the Chesapeake Bay. 

Mr. Utitman. Clear to the Chesapeake Bay ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. I think you have indicated that as of now, you have 
not done any material restudy on anything below Harpers Ferry. 

Colonel Sumner. We have made no survey of the situation, that is 
right, other than to make certain projections of water requirements 
in the metropolitan area. 

Mr. Utuman. You are in charge of obtaining the water for this 
metropolitan area. This includes not only Washington, D.C., does 
this also include the surrounding metropolitan area? 

Colonel Sumner. No, sir. We obtain the water for the District. of 
Columbia, Arlington County, and Falls Church, Va. We have author- 
ization from the Congress to supply water to Fairfax County or metro- 
politan Virginia and I believe the metropolitan Maryland, but metro- 
politan Maryland is supplied by the Washington Suburban Sanitary 
Commission. 

Mr. Uttman. In other words, when you are making the water stu- 
dies of the District, you cannot ignore the water requirements of the 
adjacent areas. 
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Colonel Sumner. No, sir. We cannot ignore the water require- 
ments of anyone in the basin because we have got to consider, of 
course, that every drop of water that is taken out above W ashington 
would "certainly not be available to Washington. But naturally, we 
are not making a study for the W ashington. water requirements; we 
are making a comprehensiv e study of the entire basin and we want to 
consider the needs of all peoples in all areas in the basin. 

Mr. Utiman. Is there any alternative source of water you know 
about that would be feasible for development, other than the 
Potomac ¢ 

Colonel Sumner. No, sir. We have followed various leads. We 
have investigated various proposals, such as, of course, the salt water 
distillation which i is far too expensive for consideration. We have the 
Geological Survey studying the ground water situation, but there 
appears to be very little to be obtained from that source. 

Mr. Utiman. In other wor ds, these requirements are going to have 
to be met from the water supply in the Potomac? 

Colonel Sumner. That is our feeling, at this time; yes. 

Mr. Uximay. Is there anything different about the eastern rivers 
that would differentiate them from the western rivers in the pattern 
of their development that would change the fundamental need for 
storage and means of development and control of these rivers? 

Colonel Sumner. I know of none, Mr. Birrell says, perhaps, in 
degree. Do you want to elaborate ? 

Mr. Birrett. The Eastern States are generally considered to be in 
the humid regions of the continent, but variations in streamflow occur 
similarly as they do in the West. We have wet seasons and dry 
seasons. We possibly have more runoff per square mile, but, how- 
ever, on the other hand, we have greater density of population and 
greater need for water. At least for domestic consumption, un- 
doubtedly, the Western rivers depend more for irrigation on their 
water supply. 

Mr. Utiman. The fundamental basis of requirements of storage 
control are the same. 

Mr. Brrretu. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. In the West, we generally have a heavy snowpack to 
count on that you do not have here, nearly as heavy. 

Mr. Brrrevy. That is right. 

Mr. Uttman. Yet you have wide fluctuation in your floods and 
that sort of thing. 

Mr. Brrrewu. Yes. 

Mr. Utitman. And each time you do, there is a tremendous waste 
of water and you do not have the storage control. 

Mr. Brrrety. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. I do not know whether you are in a position to esti- 
mate the amount of water that is wasted in the Potomac, due to the 
unused runoff? Do you have that, Colonel ? 

Colonel Sumner. We do have figures, of course, but I can answer 
very quickly by saying that there ‘ appears to be plenty of water in 
the Potomac for all foreseeable needs, if it is available at the time you 

want it. 

Mr. Utuman. And the key to river development here, as anywhere 
else, is storage; is that right? 
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Colonel Sumner. That is right. 

Mr. Utiman. To hold the water during the heavy runoff period 
so you can use it during the slack-water period. 

‘olonel Sumner. To equalize the flow; that is correct. 

Mr. Uttman. In the development of the upper Potomac are there 
water needs that would take part of this water between Washington 
and the upper Potomac? Can you foresee a need or will we be able 
to utilize all of the stored water in the upper Potomac that you are 
now studying in the metropolitan area? 

Colonel Sumner. 'To a large extent, we will be able to use it, except 
for withdrawals for irrigation. There are some withdrawals now, 
I suspect considerable compared to what anyone might have antici- 
pated a few years ago. But, at the present time, we are engaged in 
determining—I believe we have the Department of Agriculture work- 
ing on that—as to what those withdrawals would be. They would be 
consumptive uses. In other words, you would not see a drop of that 
water again. But other uses of water are not consumptive and we will 
get most of the water, I think, downstream. 

Mr. Uttman. Washington, D.C., would have priority over indus- 
trial development upstream ? 

Colonel Sumner. Industrial development generally is not consump- 
tive use, and it does go back into the stream. 

Mr. Utitman. But in the case of irrigation 

Colonel Sumner. Irrigation is consumptive use, and we have no 
priority at the present time. Irrigation gets theirs first. 

Mr. Utiman. In other words, if this area, which is subject to 
drought upstream, should come in and get a claim on water they would 
have a priority right over anything we might use, essentially, here. 

Colonel Sumner. I believe that is so now. What the State might 
do in that regard, of course, I cannot answer. I would assume we 
would not be permitted to go completely without water. 

Mr. Birrell was saying that the riparian laws are not too clear cut 
in that regard. 

Mr. Uttman. There may be some controversy over that point. 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. UttMaAn. Nevertheless, it can be assumed that they would claim 
priority under their riparian rights upstream and it would have to be 
determined in court. 

You have stated that in order to meet the future needs major reser- 
voirs will be required in the river ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. We feel that a major reservoir will be re- 
quired somewhere. 

Mr. Utiman. Will the development of reservoirs in the upper 
reaches above Harpers Ferry in your estimation satisfy these future 
water requirements of the metropolitan area ¢ 

Colonel Sumner. Mr. Birrell just said that technically they might, 
if it were economically feasible to do it. That is a question that we 
will have to determine. I doubt it. But that will be, of course, 
determined in the report. Economically feasible and acceptable areas 
that we have found so far, will help, but will by no means meet the 
requirements. 

Mr. Uttman. This is why we need the overall report to make sure 


we do have the capacity to meet the future needs of the metropolitan 
area. 
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Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. In the case of the Riverbend Dam how much of the 
canal would this dam and reservoir flood ? 

Colonel Sumner. If it were constructed to the planned elevation, 
in the 1946 report, it would take approximately 35 to 40 miles—35 
miles. That was stated here yesterday and is essentially correct. 

Mr. Utiman. It is substantially in accord with those figures. 

Colonel Sumner. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. But there is no indication in your present study that 
the dam would be that height, it might be higher or might be lower: 
is that right? 

Colonel Sumner. That is right. 

Mr. Uttman. But it is your feeling, as you have indicated in your 
report, that to foreclose in any way the development of this stretch 
of the river through reservoirs would be extremely dangerous to the 
future of the metropolitan area ? 

Colonel Sumner. I would say that it certainly could be expensive, 
If the land could be obtained later from the park to be taken back it 
would still cost money, if structures had been built in that area of any 
consequence. 

Mr. Uximan. I understand, then, that from your report, you do 
approve, with one exception, H.R. 5194, except rather than having it 
limited to 3 years, you would like to have it limited to the completion 
of the study. 

Colonel Sumner. That is correct. 

Mr. UtimaAn. The reservation of this particular area. 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. In other words, you are not so much concerned about 
the other dams that are being built, a reservation being made for 
them, as you are this particular reservation for Riverbend ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. We find no particularly suitable area on the 
main stem of the Potomac between Harpers Ferry and Cumberland 
for a dam. So there will be no occasion that we can see for any 
reservation above Harpers Ferry. 

Mr. Utiman. And this one at Riverbend is the one that you are 
primarily interested in. 

Colonel Sumner. That we feel should be reserved until the question 
of where Washington is going to get its water has been determined. 

Mr. Utiman. Recognizing the study has not been completed, is it 
correct to say that your offhand opinion would be that Riverbend 
Dam site would be the best and most feasible damsite on the river? 

Colonel Sumner. I do not believe I can answer that. I have not 
studied it and it would be just presumption on my part to say “yes.” 

Mr. Uttman. Of course, your approval of this one reservation and 
the fact that you do not require reservations anywhere else might lead 
one to that conclusion. 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. Let me say that on the main stem, that 1s 
the likely spot for a dam. It has other advantages. It is near 
Washington. It would serve as a sedimentation basin and it would 
mean in dry seasons you could get releases of water very quickly. 
Whereas for a dam that is much farther upstream, it takes 2 or 3 
days for the water to get down. So there are advantages in putting 
a dam near Washington over a dam, if there was such an area, much 
farther away. 
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Mr. Uttman. And you feel, if the Secretary of the Interior got a 
hold of this canal with the label of a national historical park, at some 
future date if you wanted to build this dam, you might run into a lit- 
tle opposition from the Secretary of the Interior in building this 
project. 

Colonel Sumner. Let me say, I think there would be a lot of people 
who would think we were being very, very mean to suggest flooding 
out a national historical park. 

Mr. Uttman. Almost un-American to flood out a historical park of 
thistype, would it not be? _ 

Colonel Sumner. I think it would be an unfortunate thing to have 
to go through that. 

Mr. Uttman. You could foresee, in other words a real fight in order 
to get such authorization ? 

Colonel Sumner. Let me not say with whom I think the fight 
would be; let me say I think there would bea fight. [Laughter. | 

Mr. Utieman. That is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Colonel, is there any other supply of water 
available other than the river ? 

Colonel Sumner. There are two other rivers, the Patuxent River, 
good for about 48 million gallons a day, and the Occoquan, good for 
50 million gallons a day, which we consider fully developed. The 
Patuxent is fully developed now. The Washington Suburban Sani- 
tary Commission is constructing an intake works above our intake 
works on the Potomac, so they will have first call on projected total 
of 120 million gallons a day. So if the Potomac ever gets down to 120 
million, there would not be any left for Washington. 

Mr. CunnincHaAM. There is water available, but you do not think 
it will essentially be available for Washington, D.C. 

Colonel Sumner. Maybe I got off the subject of your question. 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. What I mean is, if we do not build these dams 
on the Potomac, is there any other possibility of getting water from 
some other place ? 

Colonel Sumner. No, sir, because the two other rivers will be fully 
developed, and we are including in our figures every gallon they are 
capable of supplying. 

r. CUNNINGHAM. How about wells? Is that a possibility in this 
area? Iam not familiar with it. 

Colonel Sumner. Ground water, we are studying. Wells do sup- 
ply some areas and I believe the water table is getting lower all the 
time. So, apparently, we are going to run out. And there is not 
enough ground water, according to the information we have now, 
to be of any real consequence. 

Mr. CunnineHam. You could not use wells? 

Colonel Sumner. No, sir. 

me CunnincHaM. We do not supply Alexandria with water, do 
we! 

Colonel Sumner. Alexandria is supplied from the Occoquan Creek. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. But, we do supply Arlington County, and Falls 
Church ? 

Colonel Sumner. That is right. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Is that by act of Congress? 
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Colonel Sumner. Yes; that is correct. And, of course, Fairfax 
County is going to have to get its water from the Potomac tr ibutaries 
and that is going to be a tremendously rapid population increase. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Where does Fairfax C ounty get its water now? 

Colonel Sumner. From Virginia small water companies. 

Mr. Cunnrncuam. Where do the water companies get it ? 

Colonel Sumner. From wells, largely. But let me go on with 
that. We are now discussing with Fairfax County supplying them 
from the Potomac River and the W ashington aqueduct. That au- 
thority exists. The Congress has authorized it and we have been re- 
quested by the new Fairfax County Water Authority to discuss the 
matter with them. 

They have had an unsatisfactory situation. They have got a 1um- 
ber of small water companies and I believe—I am not absolutely sure 
of this, but they have had water shortages. You can verify that. 

Mr. Brrrety. That is correct. 

Mr. CunnincHAm. You know something of water. What is this 
film I notice on my drinking water and on top of the coffee we brew? 
As a matter of fact, since a few weeks ago we are now taking spring 
water, and maybe if other people do that you would not need so much, 

Colonel Sumner. May I ask where you drank this water? Is it 
District of Columbia or Maryland ? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. In Virginia, Arlington County. 

Colonel Sumner. Arlington County. That is our water. I cannot 
understand that. [Laughter. | 

There was no film on it when we put it in the system. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. We are proud of our water where I come from, 
and right away we noticed this film on it. It did not come from us. 

Mr. Sayvor. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Yes. 

Mr. Saytor. Colonel, I was interested in an answer which you gave 
to Mr. Ullman, that the purpose of these dams was to equalize the 
flow of the Potomac. 

Let us start with the Potomac as it leaves Chesapeake Bay and 
comesup. How far is it saline? 

Colonel Sumner. Quantico, normally. 

Mr. Sartor. How far then from Quantico up the river is it affected 
by tides? 

Colonel Sumner. To Chain Bridge. 

Mr. Sartor. Now from the Chain Bridge to Quantico, is there any 
source of water that could be used to add to, or subtract from the flow 
of water in that stretch of the Potomac ? 

Colonel Sumner. I do not feel so. I know that has been suggested 
by some, the so-called fresh water pool at Indianhead. That, of course, 
is where the Blue Plains sewage plant discharges its effluent into that 
area. It will be treated as completely as sewage plants treat sewage 
which is some 83 percent, I believe. It can be purified by chlorination 
to a point where it will harm nobody, but I do not think it would be 
the sort of thing that people would like to have to depend on for a 
water supply. 

If you have no flow above, this saline wedge at Quantico is going 
to move north, and brackish water precedes that, and the whole area 
might very well cease to be fresh. 
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Mr. Sartor. Am I safe in coming to the conclusion that since the 
Potomac from Chain Bridge to Chesapeake Bay is affected by tides, 
that it would not be a part of the Army Engineers plan to try and 

ualize the flow of the river at that point. Is that right? 

Colonel Summer. No, sir. We are not going to try to handle the 
tides. 2 

Mr. Sayvor. I do not know. You have tried to handle a good many 
things and I did not know whether you were going to try to get into 
that. : , 

Therefore, the Potomac River we are going to equalize the flow 
of, begins at Chain Bridge. If you are going to begin to equalize the 
flow to Chain Bridge, why this big dam just above the Chain Bridge? 

Colonel Sumner. Let us start with the source and come down. 
Ican think better that way. 

Mr. Saytor. I know, but I am going up the stream. I am trying to 
equalize this flow. ; 

Colonel Sumner. But the river is coming down. 

Mr. Sayvor. I realize that, but I have always had more fun going 
up the river; I have had more fun fishing, going up the river than I 
have had coming down. 

Colonel Sumner. All right, sir. The dam you are discussing is not 
at Chain Bridge at all. It is above Great Falls, 2 miles above Great 
Falls. 

Mr. Sayvor. How far is that from Chain Bridge? 

Colonel Sumner. Twelve miles. 

Mr. Saytor. Are there any sizable streams of water that flow into 
the Potomac River between Chain Bridge and the upper end of Great 
Falls? 

Colonel Summer. No, sir. There are some small unimportant— 
well I would not say unimportant 

Mr. Saytor. A few of the little streams up along the side that 
flow in from both Virginia and Maryland. 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. From this spot above Great Falls where we are going 
to go put this big dam, or at least you want the reservation, where is 
the next main Seas that flows into the Potomac? 

Colonel Sumner. That is the Monocacy River. 

Mr. Sartor. That is just below Frederick, just south of Frederick ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Is that flow contaminated ? 

Colonel Sumner. Mr. Birrell says it is heavily laden with silt. 
The contamination, I cannot answer. We are having the Public 
Health Service make a study of all of these streams and all areas on 
the streams to determine the contamination and what might be re- 
quired to alleviate it. 

Mr. Sartor. Above Frederick and the Monocacy, what is the next 
one ? 

Colonel Sumner. Shenandoah, near Harpers Ferry. 

Mr. Savior. That drains the Virginia side of the basin ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Is that contaminated ¢ 


Colonel Sumner. I cannot answer that. Mr. Birrell has an opinion 
on it. 
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You realize we have not studied that area. 

Mr. Sartor. That is right. Iam only asking for information. JT 
was intrigued by your answer to Mr. Ullman, that you are going to 
try to equalize the flow. If you are trying to equalize the flow you 
have got to go where the water comes ‘into the stream. We cannot 
remake this basin. 

Colonel Sumner. We may be expanding my statement to mean a 
great deal more than it did. When I say “equalize the flow,” I mean 
equalize it as needed to supply water. 

Mr. Sartor. Above the Shenandoah ? 

Colonel Sumner. South Branch, Patterson Creek, Conococheague, 

Mr. Sartor. Now, the Conococheague comes in from Maryland up 
in Pennsylvania. 

Colonel Sumner. That is right. 

Mr. Saytor. Where does that flow into the Potomac? 

Mr. Brrretxi. That flows in between the South Branch and the 
Shenandoah. 

Mr. Sartor. Locate it by town, if you can. 

Mr. Brrrett. Williamsport. It enters the Potomac at Willi: amsport, 

Mr. Saytor. Then going on up the river, the next one is? 

Colonel SuMNER. Ww ell, the North Branch of the Potomac, which 
is really the main stream of the Potomac. 

Mr. Saytor. The two streams join together at Harpers Ferry; is 
that not correct ? 

Colonel Sumner. The Shenandoah and Potomac River join at 
Harpers F erry ; yes. 

The South Branch and the North Branch form the Potomac at 
Springfield. 

Mr. Savor. Maryland ? 

Colonel Sumner. West Virginia, I believe. 

Mr. Sartor. West Virginia? 

Colonel Sumner. West Virginia. 

Mr. Sartor. Does Wills Creek contribute anything ? 

Colonel Sumner. Wills Creek, of course, flows in at Cumberland. 
That has been a source of considerable pollution. Cumberland has 
constructed a sewage treatment plant and whether or not the pollution 
farther up has been adequately taken care of, I doubt. I do not know. 

Mr. Sartor. But those are the main streams that flow into and make 
up the main flow of the Potomac River ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. And the equalization, if it is going to take place, has 
got to take place above Chain Bridge? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Actually, that is the deciding line since that is where 
the upper reaches start. 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Thank you. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I have one question. I suppose every one knows 
the answer to it, but me. Why do we need a dam as —— to 
just a pumping station where we could pump this out and send it 
down ? 

Colonel Sumner. We havea pumping station now. 

Mr. CunntinGHAM. I know you do. 
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Colonel Sumner. But the water runs out and there is nothing to 
pump. You see, the flow of the Potomac varies historically from 
506 million gallons a day at Little Falls to some tremendous figure, 
to 300,000 million gallons a day at other times. But if we cannot “hold 
back this rush of water, to use when the flow is so low, then we have 
got nothing to pump out. We figure now that prior to 1980 the need 
here will be 500 million gallons a day. If we pumped all of that out, 
there would not be a drop to flow under Chain Br idge. You would get 
some . ashing back of the tidewater. 

Mr. CunnrncHam. What part of a year is the flow so low that you 
could not pump it, half of a year, third of a year, or what? 

Mr. Brrrecy. In 1930, the most recent drought of which we have 
record in the Potomac Basin, extended for a period of some 180 days. 
The average flow during that period was some 700 million gallons a 
day. Actually, the lowest d: ay of that period was 506 million gallons 
a day. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. And what is the requirement today ? 

Colonel Sumner. I do not have a figure there, but for 1980, we show 
a maximum daily requirement for domestic water—treated water 
of 672 million gallons. You must add to that the water required fee 
pollution abatement, that is something to flow under the bridges, and 
any water taken out for irrigation. 

Mrs. Prosr. Does this figure that you have given include the entire 
metropolitan area ¢ 

Colonel Sumner. The entire metropolitan area, but we have de- 
ducted 98 million gallons which can be supplied from the Occoquan 
and the Patuxent. So, we are treating the three rivers as a whole. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield “further? 

Mr. Cunntneuam. I will be glad to yield. 

Mrs. Prost. How many feasible damsites are above Cumberland ? 

Colonel Sumner. Three, but two of them are very small. Savage 
River No. 2 is a small one that we feel will be an ideal source of 
drinking water for the area, and Stoney River, near Mount Storm, 
W. Va., and then the North Branch Dam itself. The total output 
available for Washington, about 200-and-some-odd million gallons 
aday. 

Mrs. Prost. How much storage would the three dams provide ? 

Colonel Sumner. I gave it to you, in million gallons a day. 

Mrs. Prost. Your answer is what the dams would provide, rather 
than the flow of the river. 

Colonel Sumner. It is really not the flow of the river in millions 
of gallons per day. Of course, we figure a total reservoir capacity 
to cover so many months of dry w eather. 

Mrs. Prost. That is the figure I was interested in, Colonel Sumner. 

Colonel Sumner. We show 135,000 acre-feet for the three dams. 

Mrs. Prost. 135,000 acre-feet ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. In your testimony last year, you estimated that it 
ao provide 300,000 acre-feet ? 

olonel Sumner. I know I did. 

Mrs. Prosr. Apparently, then the studies indicate that this previous 

estimate of yours has been reduced considerably. 
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Colonel Sumner. I thought I had corrected that in the formal 
statement that I submitted last year, because I realized as soon as J 
was out of the room, that I had vastly overestimated the amount. 

Mrs. Prost. I see. In other words, the amount of storage these 
three dams would provide is relatively small regarding the needs, 

Colonel Sumner. That is correct. You see, in that area, in the first 
place you do not have a whole lot of basin to draw from and it is q 
very steep, precipitous area, so there is not a lot of room for a res- 
ervoir. 

Mrs. Prost. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. CunnincHam. I have no further questions, Madam Chair- 
man. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Montana. 

Mr, Anperson. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

I do not know whether the gentleman from Pennsylvania intended 
it or not, but there may have been an inference in his questions that 
we could move all the dams up near the confluence of the streams and 
avoid having them downstream or in this particular area. 

In order to bring this into proper perspective, might I ask you a 
question or two, Colonel, about where there are possible damsites. 
If at the confluence the rivers are only 10 feet below the surrounding 
terrain, you could not put a dam in there could you? So you go 
down until you get the appropriate drop and the appropriate stor- 
age area and at that time you figure the cost of the dam and stor- 
age to determine whether or not it is feasible and what it would 
cost to store water at that particular location. 

Colonel Sumner. That is right. 

Mr. Anperson. And that is what this study is you are going to 
make ? 

Colonel Sumner. That is right. 

Mr. Anperson. And you will consider every possible damsite right 
up the river, and if you can store enough water at a reasonable price 
back up in these upper storage areas, that is where you will start. 

Colonel Sumner. That is correct. We are examining every tribu- 
tary with that in mind. 

Mr. Anperson. Do you have any rough figure on the cost of deliver- 
ing a thousand gallons of water if the water is made available? 

Colonel Sumner. You mean after it is treated ¢ 

Mr. Anperson. No. I mean just making it available through one 
of these systems. 

Colonel Sumner. Will you answer that? 

Mr. Brirreti. We have figured if we can get the water at less than 
4 cents a thousand gallons, it will be very economical and I think in 
most cases we can do that. 

Mr. Anperson. You can provide additional water at a figure of 
about 4 cents a thousand gallons ? 

Mr. Brrrevi. Yes. 

Mr. Anperson. To bring that into comparison with the cheapest 
saline water conversion, do you have any idea what that is! 

Mr. Brrrey. I think the latest figure, if I remember it correctly, 
the minimum that they are anticipating is about 50 cents per thousand 
gallons. 
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Mr. Anverson. Is there any possibility that the use of either solar 
or atomic energy may substantially reduce that cost? 

Mr. Brrre.u. ~“All I know about it is what I can read, and I know of 
no immediate prospects of a breakthrough, but one can never tell. 
However, I will say that, if such a process 1s proved to be feasible, and 
it is certainly feasible even now, its use would be limited to small in- 
stallations where the need is such that they can afford to pay the bill. 

Mr. AnpeRsoN. You mean defense installations or islands or some- 
thing like that ? 

Mr. Brrreci. That is correct. Of course steamships and island 
installations are making use of the practice even today. 

Colonel Sumner. You have to think of that, too, in terms of trans- 
a Wherever you would have your evaporator you still have 

to get the water from there into some sort of storage and system. 

Mr. Anperson. I just wanted to take a rough look at the picture, and 
the costs are 10 to 20 times what water currently costs. Is that the 
nature of the estimate to make it available through saline conversion ? 

Mr. Birrevy. That is right. 

Mr. Anperson. Could it be made available on a scale required for 
the metropolitan area in Washington ? 

Colonel Sumner. We certainly see no possibility of that now and we 
have had some professional consideration of the subject. But there 
is no hope of it that we can see at this time. 

Mr. Anverson. Most of your presentation was made on the basis of 
seasonal variations in water supply, that is, by winter, spring, summer, 
and dry seasons and wet seasons ¢ 

Colonel SuMNeER. Yes. 

Mr. Anverson. How about dry years and dry cycles of years? Is 
that taken into consideration ? 

Colonel Sumner. More so I think because that is what we have to 
plan on, to meet the dry cycles, the dry years. We had a quite dry 
year in 1956. Since then it has been reasonably good. 

Mr. Anperson. Could you indicate a factor of 11/ > or 2 or 3, or 
percentage figure that you must add to your seasonal variation to take 
care of the dry cycle factor ? 

Mr. Brrrevwi. I might like to state it in another fashion. We have 
stated before that the minimum flow recorded in 1930 was 506 million 
gallons a day. The average flow of the river is a little less than 
1 million gallons per square mile, and there are 11,000 square miles 
of the area of Washington. I would say the average flow would be 
about six or seven thousand million gallons a day, and the maximum 
flow which has been recorded, 484, 000 cubic feet per second, expressed 
in million gallons a day, w ould be some 300 000 million gallons a day. 

Mr. Anperson. Now you are talking just in terms of the flow. 
Actually, if you talk about a cyclical variation, are you not more in- 
terested in how you can accumulate the volume, that is a month’s 
supply or a seasonal supply rather than to augment short-term flow ? 

Mr. Brrrexy. In 1930, that dry year, there were 180 days during 
which time the flow was—well, it varied between 500 million gallons 
a day and 700 million gallons a day. 

Mr. Anperson. That. is your daily flow multiplied by the days, 
which is a more important factor in indicating storage ? 

Mr. Brrrett. Yes; the duration of the dry period i is a very im- 
portant factor. 
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Mr. Anperson. Do you anticipate that most of these dams could 
be filled every year during the wet season regardless of whether or 
not a dry season was likely to follow ? 

Mr. Brrrett. Oh, yes. We are confident that either 1, 2. op 9 
years would be suflicient to serve the needs over an extended drought 
period, depending on the drainage area that was being controlled 
and the relative magnitude of the demand upon that reservoir, 

Mr. Anverson. But if you emptied the dam and used it entirely at 
the end of the dry season in one year, would you even in a dry year 
be able to refill that dam by the following season ? 

Mr. Brrrevi. According to our calculations, that is so; yes, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentlewoman from Illinois. 

Mrs. Srmpson. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. McGrniey. Madam Chairman, I understand the testimony as 
being that you have completed no study of the river development 
below H: urpers Ferry. Is that right? 

Colonel Sumner. We have not made a study below Harpers Ferry, 

Mr. McGintey. Is one in progress? 

Colonel Sumner. The study, of course, covers the entire basin, but 
up to this time we have not studied anything below Harpers Ferry, 
except to make some determinations of water needs in the W ashington 
area. 

Mr. McGrntey. Above Harpers Ferry, though, you do have definite 
ideas on where equalizing dams should be placed ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes; may I withdraw the term “equalizing”? 

Mr. McGintey. I thought I was being very proper in using the ad- 
jective. Maybe not. 

Colonel Sumner. You were, but maybe I was not. 

Mr. McGintry. Have any of those dams reached the point of re- 
questing authorization ? 

Colonel Sumner. There has been no formal submission of any other. 
In fact, the North Branch area from Cumberland to the source will be 
submitted as a separate report. We call it an interim report and prob- 
ably within the next several months, depending on local cooperation, 
that will be submitted. We will not separate any of the rest of it. We 
feel it has to be treated as a whole from that point down. 

Mr. McGrntey. So when you get the matter for presentation, it will 
include all of the structures that } you plan for the whole basin ? 

Colonel Sumner. All that we recommend, that is correct. 

Mr. McGrxtey. What about the site of the dam above Cumberland? 
Has that been put into planning ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. McGintry. What contribution does that have in your plan for 
development of the river basin ? 

Colonel Sumner. As I testified earlier, that would contribute some 
200 million gallons a day, possibly to downstream demands. Whether 
that would all go for irr igation or whether it would all go to the Wash- 
ington metropolitan area, of course, you have to determine that also. 
290 million gallons a day. 

Mr. McGrtntry. Do you intend to ask for that authorization inde- 
pendently because of this downstream demand requirement or is that 
to be included in block ? 
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Colonel Sumner. The primary purpose, of course, of that dam is 
water supply and flood control in that area, and the downstream bene- 
fits would be incidental. 

Mr. McGintey. Are you going to ask authorization for that sep- 
arately or together with everything else ¢ ' 

Colonel Sumner. That would be requested separately, if, of course, 
it is accepted by the Chief of Engineers. It has not been formally 
presented yet. 

Mr. McGintey. But plans are in pretty final shape ? 

Colonel Sumner. For submission, that is correct. 

Mr. McGintey. Does that represent about the most advanced ex- 
ample of dam planning in your portfolio ? 

Colonel Sumner. Oh, yes. 

Mr. McGintey. I think that is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. Burpick. Colonel, out in my country in the West we try to get 
multipurpose development out of our rivers and natural resources. 

Assuming that you made this study, assuming you find these reser- 
voirs are feasible and there is a need for it to provide adequate water 
supply to the area here and for pollution abatement, then you must 
construct these reservoirs in the area of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. 

Assuming that to be a fact, is there any reason why the areas of the 
reservoirs cannot be developed by the Park Service for recreation and 
similar purposes at the same time ? 

Colonel SumNER. Of course, we feel that if such a reservoir were 
built it would provide excellent recreation facilities, and I would think 
the Park Service would definitely be interested. 

The Park Service is, of course, working with us in this study and 
will prepare a recreation plan, will make a survey of the recreation 
needs, formulate a basinwide recreation plan, giving special consid- 
eration to the recreation aspects of proposed reservoirs. That the 
National Park Service is doing for us as a part of the report. 

Mr. Burpicx. I presume that a portion of this historic canal would 
be flooded out if a reservoir is necessary ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes; unavoidably. If there is a reservoir on 
the main stem, the canal is bound to be flooded because it is at the 
water level, practically. 

Mr. Burpicx. That being the first 35 or 40 miles, I believe, up from 
Washington ? 

Colonel Sumner. If there were a dam built to the elevation in the 
1946 report, it would flood approximately 35 miles. 

Mr. Burpicx. But, as you stated, the areas around the reservoir, 
the perimeter, could be developed nicely in a recreation manner and 
blended in and made harmonious with the use of the river. 

Colonel Sumner. There was such a plan in the 1946 report, a very 
good plan, and it was prepared by the Park Service. This is it [indi- 
cating document ]. 

Mr. Burpick. Thank you, Colonel. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. Ranpatt. The ground has been plowed over very thoroughly, 
but maybe I missed the point. Are you speaking primarily about 


the vo for water purposes, and so forth, that is, for water 
supply ? 
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Colonel Sumner. And pollution abatement. 

Mr. Ranpauu. There is nothing concerning hydroelectric power? 

Colonel Sumner. The report is intended to be comprehensive, which 
would cover everything, including power, but water comes first, and 
it is not practical to build the reservoir normally for peak power, firm 
power. You get incidental power when you release some water. But 
to provide a reservoir for dependable year-around power and for water 
just does not work. 

Mr. Ranpauu. I knew there were certain aspects of this dam that 
might be utilized for power, but that is not in your plans at all, merely 
incidental ? : 

Colonel Sumner. Incidental power, if it is feasible; that is right. 

Mr. Ranpatu. This is probably beyond the scope of this hearing; 
but while you are here, for my information, I would like to ask this: 
I have been doing a little homework on the purview of this com. 
mittee in saline conversion. Has your Department or anyone con- 
nected with that been working on that ? 

Colonel Sumner. No, sir. That is the Department of the Interior 
that is doing that. 

Mr. Ranvatu. Isee. I believe that is all. 

Mrs. Prosr. Colonel Sumner, I should like to have either you or 
Mr. Birrell give me the figures with regard to the amount of storage 
that would be provided in the seven dams that were enumerated in 
your 1946 report. Do you know, offhand, what the total storage 
capacity would be? 

Colonel Sumner. You want only the Potomac River dams; is that 
right ¢ 

Mrs. Prost. I am speaking of the main stem at the moment. 

Colonel Sumner. Including those above Cumberland? There is 
only one above Cumberland, but that could not affect the canal, of 
course. 

Mrs. Prost. Then we had better have the storage capacity of those 
that affect the canal. 

Colonel Sumner. Would you like for us to submit this for the 
record? We have it, but it might take us a few minutes, 

Mrs. Prost. That will be fine. Can you give me in total, then, 
what the 14-dam storage would provide? Is there a total? 

If you have to do some extensive figuring, you can supply it for 
the record. 

One of the things I am particularly interested in is, with regard to 
these seven dams, whether or not all seven that you enumerated— 
Chain Bridge, Bear Island, Riverbend, Harpers Ferry, Rocky March, 
Pinesburg, and Orleans—whether each of those are storage dams or 
whether some of them are run-of-the-river dams. 

Colonel Sumner. There were some run-of-the-river dams. 

Mrs. Prost. Do you know how many of this seven on the main 
stem ? . 

Colonel Sumner. Six out of the seven. There is only one storage 
dam. The others are head development or run-of-the-river. 

Mrs. Prost. If they are run-of-the-river dams, how could they flood 
out the whole 185-mile stretch ? 

Colonel Sumner. That is the question I was asking. 
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Mr. Brrrety. My statement previously was it would take consider- 
able time to determine what portions of the canal would be and would 
not be, because the dam would flood out the lower portion, perhaps, 
of a certain part of the canal, and when the locks would take it up 
at various steps, there would be certain stretches which would possibly 
be above the reservoir level. 

Mrs. Prost. Maybe I misunderstood, Mr. Birrell, but I thought 
J understood your answer to be that it would flood practically all of 
thecanal. That would mean the 185-mile stretch. 

Mr. Brrrewy. Practically all of the canal would be affected in 
some measure, but there would be portions or segments of the canal 
which would not be affected. 

Colonel SumNeER. May we study that further and submit that for 
the record also ? 

Mrs. Prost. I would be very happy to have you do that, and I think 
itisa very important factor. 

(The information follows :) 


14 Poromac River BASIN RESERVOIRS PROPOSED IN H. Doc. 622, 79TH Conge., 
9» San 
2p SEss. 


Storage capacities and submerged length of the C. & O. Canal 











| Capacity, | Length of 








maximum | canal sub- 
Proposed reservoir Stream | operating mergence 
| | pool (acre- (miles) 
feet) 
1, Chain Bridge. - - ‘ ; ..| Potomac... 49, 000 4.5 
2. Bear Island --- cE i) 1.5 
3, Riverbend - - | pS SRDS : 1, 110, 000 | 35.0 
4, Harpers Ferry -- asi eal aL ase cbs Mish deka 77, 000 | 13.5 
5, Pinesburg. -- - -- pideecel MBAs tet Sacsiedsa! 84, 000 72 
6, Orleans. - - gions, Sie ieeal 45, 000 12.5 
7. Rockymarsh Run ee ie 21, 000 | 3.7 
Subtotal. - -. - “s ‘ ---| 1, 386, 000 | 78.0 
8. Millville _- : | Shenandoah. -- : 790, 000 3 
9, Springfield. __- | South Branch ai 975,008 f..us:. 2043-41 
10, Edes Fort... ; | Cacapon.. | , eee 
ll, Patterson Creek .._ . Patterson Creek.-__.. . 800, 000 
12. Keyser__ re North Branch._.- os 1, 000 | 
13. Royal Glen... | South Branch 259, 000 |___.__ 
14. Brocks Gap. ; North Fork Shenandoah... 343, 000 2 
Total... Son dpannerngthreehh doa eaeeeenee | 4, 884, 000 78.0 
1 Negligible, 


Mrs. Prost. There are one or two other phases I should like to 
get into, and I will try to make it brief. 

Mr, Birrell, you mentioned the silt problem. I realize, of 
course, that Mr. Auld will be the person I should address most of my 
questions to with regard to siltation. 

But you people are quite aware of the siltation problem as it affects 
the Washington area, both the pollution problem as well as the silt 
a. problem. Isthat true? 

Mr. Brrreti. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Prosr. Are you familiar with the report of Mr. Abel Wolman 
os siltation of the Potomac River in the Washington, D.C. 
area { 

Mr. Brrrett.. Yes, I am. 

89315—59——_5 
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Mrs. Prost. Are you familiar with the statement he makes 9) 
page 13, in which he states at Roosevelt Island : 


The fact that core sampling showed silt deposits to be more than 9 feet thick 
indicates that it is erosional silt and not sewage solids that contribute to the 
mass of the bottom deposits. 


Then he goes on to say there are only four courses which lie open 
with respect to silt: 


One, reduce the rate of erosion ; 

Two, remove the silt in upstream reservoirs ; 

Three, dredge it from the river in Washington; and, 
Four, allow the river to fill. 


The last alternative (4), is considered unacceptable. The third should be fo. 
lowed to the fullest extent practical in the future. Because of exhaustion of 
fill areas, it will probably be possible to dispose of amounts no greater than those 
carried to the river by Rock Creek, the Anacostia River, and other local drain- 
age areas. This leaves the first two alternatives. * * * 

* * * gradual adoption of land conservation practices may ultimately redyce 
the silt load in the river. In any event they should be encouraged, Erosion 
control as practiced on farms is, however, no complete answer to the silt prob- 
lem. Much of the erosion is along the river banks, gulleys, and roadside ditches. 
As is the case with farmlands, some of this can be controlled and some cannot. 
It is doubtful whether even the most complete erosion control program would 
reduce silt production by more than one-half over the whole of a large drainage 
basin. It is in the nature of geologic processes that rivers cut down the moun- 
tains. The Potomac brings the mountains to Washington. 

Interception of the silt in one or more reservoirs offers the only reasonable 
solution of Washington’s silt problem. The most important of these reseryoirs 
is the one closest to Washington, for it will bear the brunt of the high erosion 
on the Piedmont plateau. Although a reservoir must soon be built at River 
Bend in order to provide an ample water supply for the Washington region, it 
is here considered that an equally important function of this reservoir will be 
silt detention. In order to do the latter job the reservoir must be large. 

The annual silt load of 60 million cubic feet spread evenly to the water sur- 
face would completely fill the tidal Potomac from Chain Bridge to Fort Foote, 
below Alexandria, in 50 years. It would take 1,000 years to fill the large River 
Bend Reservoir. Although neither the river nor the reservoir will actually 
fill in a uniform manner, the calculated periods are in appropriate relationship 
to one another. The construction of reservoirs above Harpers Ferry, without 
building River Bend, will worsen the situation in Washington, because a reduc- 
tion in flood flow without removal of the Piedmont silt will concentrate the 
deposition in the Washington area. The spreading action of the great floods 
will have been lost. 

The large River Bend Reservoir should by all means be constructed, and silt 
detention for the purpose of purifying the river and preventing its destruction 
in Washington should be recognized as one of the reservoir’s major functions. 
* * * 

* * * The silt problem is of such magnitude that its solution should take prece- 
dence over all other pollution control activities in Metropolitan Washington. 
If this problem is not solved; if the river is left to fill with sediment, efforts 
to develop the recreational uses of the Potomac River in Washington will be 
almost fruitless. 

Mr. Wolman goes on to make a statement which I was quite inter- 
ested in—that silt is the worst pollution of the Potomac River, and 
that a hundred years ago waters of the Potomac stood at the corner 
of 17th and Constitution Avenue and great land changes in the water 
area and land elevation were made with material taken from the 
river, but now there is little room left on shore or in the river for the 
silt. 

Are you familiar with those portions of his statement? _ 

Mr. Birrect. I am not informed specifically as to his statement, 
but I am somewhat informed on the general subject. 
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Mrs. Prost. Then, in general, do you feel that these statements 
are fairly correct 

Mr. Brrrett. Oh, yes. In fact, I think that they require consid- 
erable emphasis. 

Mrs. Prosr. If a high dam were placed on the main stem of the 
river at River Bend, would it have any material effect upon the silt 
that would drift on downstream to the Washington area? 

Mr. Brrrety. Yes; 1 do believe it would have a very material effect. 

Mrs. Prosr. Do you know approximately how muc h effect it would 
have and possibly how long it would take the dam to fill with silt to 
where it would not be v ‘aluable for storage ? 

Mr. Brrrevi. Yes. That has been studied in the 1946 report, and if 
I remember correctly, without referring specifically to it, at the end of 
50 years about 4 percent of the volume would be filled. 

Mrs. Prost. About 4 percent in 50 years? 

Mr. Brrrevty. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. But it would reduce materially the forming of islands 
that are being steadily developed by silt deposits ? 

Mr. BIRREL L. Yes, it would. We feel a contribution of about 150,000 
cubic yards annually. Asa matter of fact, we have a contract in force 
today to dredge about 300,000 cubic yi ards of silt out of the navigation 
channels of W ashington, and we find that we have the last available 
disposal area to accommodate that silt. 

We are now desperately searching for areas that we can utilize 
effectively for operations in succeeding years. 

Mrs. Prosr. In other words, the silt problem is one of the serious 
problems ¢ 

Mr. Birrett. Yes, ma’am. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the chairman yield ? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. There is a slight inconsistency in the gentleman’s 
statement. He says take 300,000 cubic yards a year out of the 
Potomac. Yet you say there was only going to be a hundred and 
forty thousand cubic vards flow in up here at the Riverbend Dam. 

Mr. Birrent. I had no intention of making any relative compari- 
sons. If 1 did make such a statement, I did not intend to. There are 
no accurate estimates available of the silt problem in the Potomac 
basin. All that we know is in the last 75 years the average amount of 
silt taken out amounts to about 150,000 cubic yards annus ally, dredged 
ont. And that could be very much more than that. 

In fact, we know that that is so because the shoal is building up, 
and eventually unless the area is dredged or the silt is prevented from 
cming down, many of the areas of the Tidal Basin will become 
marshy areas very similar to what the Anacostia area has become in 
recent years, where we now have a project for reclamation. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, Mr. Wolman’s statements which you 
said you think are so good, you suddenly say you do not know how 
much silt there is. If - you do not know how much silt there is, how 
does Mr. Wolman know how much silt there is? 

Mr. Brrreti. The statements have been made based on the best in- 
formation available. 

Mrs. Prost. There is another phase which I should like to turn to 


very briefly and that is the population growth for Washington and 
the metropolitan area. 
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In the staff report of water supply for the 85th Congress, 2d session 
on page 3 is a table showing the 1950 census population figures 
to be 1,464,089 and by the year 2000 the population will grow to 
approximately 4,800,000. Do you know of any more recent studies 
with regard to the population growth? 

Mr. Brrrevt. No; we donot. In fact, that is the most recent figure 
calculated by Dr. Pickard of the Washington Board of Trade, 

As Colonel Sumner said previously, provisions are being made jn 
our study to have that figure verified or another figure obtained by 
the Department of Commerce Business Economics Branch. 

Mrs. Prost. You, of course, do not know and cannot estimate at 
this time when that figure will be available? 

Mr. Brrreitt. We would hope it would be certainly available be- 
fore 1961. 

Mr. Sayitor. Madam Chairman, if you are going to get any in- 
formation, I hope they will go to page 4 of that report and try to 
determine whether or not the people of Washington are going to be 
as clean as the people over in Arlington County, because in the year 
2000 this report says that the people in Washington are only going to 
use 108 gallons of water a day to keep clean, but over in Arlington 
they are going to use 130 gallons to keep clean, and out in Fairfax 
County they are going to use 120 gallons. 

I did not know there was that much difference between the people 
that lived in Washington and the people that lived in the surrounding 
areas. I think if we are going to use this metropolitan figure, we 
ought to get one base for it. 

Mrs. Prost. Do you gentlemen have an answer for the Congress- 
man ? 

Mr. Brrrett. I am not familiar with the exact details and could not 
make an answer at this time. 

Mrs. Prost. In answer to the gentleman, I might read a little above 
where the gentleman from Pennsylvania was reading. 

Newer homes have increased plumbing facilities to make more water avail- 
able for our ever-improving standards of cleanliness. The greatest increase 
in population is in the suburban areas, where people live in individual houses, 
with lawns to irrigate. More cars per family mean more car washing. And now 
the swimming pool business is beginning to go into mass production in the 
Washington metropolitan area. As stated, the Washington metropolitan area 
has very little heavy industry, and should industry move into the area, its needs 
will be reflected in a material rise in per capita water consumption. 

I was quite interested in that, and thought perhaps that might 
answer the question. 

Mr. Sartor. But then read on and it says: 

The Washington suburban and sanitary district recently made some estimates 
as to the average per capita consumption. 

And they come up with a figure that in 1960 we in Washington 
are going to use 81 gallons a day and by the year 2000 we are going 
to use 108 gallons a day. 

But over here in Fairfax County, Va., they had an engineering 
firm, and they are not nearly as clean over there now as we are In 
Washington, because over there they only use 75 gallons a day, but 
by the year 2000 they are going to be cleaner because they are going 
to use 120 gallons a day. 
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And in Arlington County they are a little cleaner than either place 
pecause there today they use 90 gallons, but by the year 2000, they 
are going to use 230 gallons. 

When they walk down the street, I have not been able to determine 
any difference in the people served by the Washington suburban and 
sanitary district and those that live in Fairfax County, Va., or Arling- 


n County. 
"4 think we ought to have one set of figures so the committee would 


have one set to go on. . | 
Mr. Brrrett. It is our intention ultimately to come up with an over- 
all study. We at the present time are obligated to take whatever in- 
formation seems to be presently available made up of estimates by 
individual engineers who may have varying ideas on the subject. 
Mrs. Prost. Now that we have cleaned the people up, may we move 
to just one other question ? 
n pages 18 and 19 of the staff report, there is a statement about 
which I want to ask either or both of you gentlemen whether you 
agree that this figure is somewhere nearly accurate. I will read the 


statement : 


The Potomac River had a 50-year average flow record of 7.5 billion gallons 
per day, and a low of 506 million gallons per day, which, because of the lack 
of storage, must be accepted as the controlling value. Having fully developed 
its water resources other than the Potomac River, the Washington Suburban 
Sanitary Commission can supply an additional 42.5 million gallons per day. 
The only major dependable source of water other than the Potomac River in 
Virginia is the impoundment on Occoquan Creek, which will provide a maximum 
safe yield of 50 million gallons per day when fully developed. 

When populations the size of that in the Washington metropolitan area must 
be supplied with water, ground water sources can rarely play a significant role. 
Experience indicates that this is true here also. The area has an undependable 
and declining ground water table, with the possible exception of southern 
Maryland. Rockville, for example, has installed some 40 wells attempting to 
meet its demand from ground water sources. The failing water table has now 
forced the city to go to the Potomac for its supply. The Virginia portion of 
the metropolitan area has had a similar history. Most of the wells are failing 
rapidly because of the increased demand thrust upon the water table. In view 
of the general inability of ground water to satisfy heavy demands and the local 
experience with wells, no reliable major contribution to the needs of the area 
ean be expected from this source. 

Adding up the available water resources named produces a total dependable 
supply of approximately 600 million gallons per day. We must now recall the 
quantity of water that must flow through the metropolitan area in order to 
prevent the treated sewage effluent from creating obnoxious conditions. If we 
assume that the estimated figure of 650 million gallons per day previously cited 
is approximately correct, it is obvious that a return of the low flow conditions 
of 1930 would confront the residents with a dilemma. It would be necessary 
either to invoke water use restrictions or to permit unpleasant and dangerous 
water pollution to occur in the metropolitan reach of the Potomac River. This 
presupposes that the present polluted condition of the river would have been 
cleaned up before serious drought conditions returned. If this were not the 
case, the degradation of the river would be even more severe. The net water 
deficit would be the 980 million gallons required for water supply and pollution 
control minus the 600 million gallons available, which equals 380 millions gallons 
per day during the low-flow period. 

Thus it is evidence that storage facilities on the Potomac River are needed 
now. The rapidly expanding population in the metropolitan area and the in- 
creasing use of water upstream for domestic water supply and irrigation make 
this need greater each year. 


Mr. Birrety. Yes; I am sure we subscribe to that. 


Mrs. Prost. Do you think that is a mere average estimate ? 
Mr. Brrrey. As well as we can calculate at this time, yes. 
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Colonel Sumner. It is not overstated. 

Mrs. Prosr. That is the present needs and not the future needs? 

Colonel Sumner. That is not overstated either. 

Mrs. Prosr. Do you think that might be an understatement of the 
needs today ? 

Mr. Birreti. Worse conditions can undoubtedly occur that have 
never occurred before. We are basing it essentially on what actually 
happened in 1930. : 

Mrs. Prosr. But assuming we have no more serious drought than in 
1930, we still today would need 380 million gallons ? 

Mr. Brrrey. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. And the high dam at Riverbend would store approxi. 
mately how much water? 

Mr. Birrett. About a million acre-feet. 

Mrs. Prost. How many gallons would that be? 

Mr. Brrrevt. An acre-foot is 330,000 gallons. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Colonel Sumner. That does not tell you too much. You have to 
divide it by 180 days and you end up with how many gallons per day, 
That is what you want to know. , 
Mr. Birrety. It would be about 2,000 or better million gallons q 
day. 

Colonel Sumner. Available. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Are there further questions ? 

Thank you very much for your tolerance, gentlemen. W< 
kept you here much longer than we anticipated. 

The Chair had anticipated we would get to many of the out-of- 
town witnesses today and had hoped we might take you in your turn 
so that you would not have to return tomorrow. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mrs. Prost. The committee will stand in adjournment until 9:40 
tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was adjourned, to re- 
convene at 9:40 a.m., Wednesday, March 25, 1959.) 
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CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL 
PARK 


WEDNESDAY, MARCH 25, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic LANDs, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 am., pursuant to call, in the 
committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie Pfost, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the further consideration of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal 
legislation. 

The Chair felt in the interest of time and because in some instances 
it might save repetitious questioning, it would be well to ask people 
representing like groups to come as a bloc to the witness table and 
each one who wishes to testify, give your statement; and then the 
committee members may question you en bloc or point a question to 
any specific witness which they would like to address their question 
to. 

If there is no objection, in line with that planning, would Mrs. 
Frank Ball, legislative chairman of the Capital division of the 
Women’s National Farm and Garden Association, and Mrs. Ben- 
jamin A. Powell, conservation chairman, National Capitol Garden 
Club, please come forward. Mrs. C. D. Shoemaker, National Coun- 
cil of Garden Clubs, and Mrs. Richard N. Wills, president, Federated 
Garden Clubs of Maryland, Baltimore, please come forward. 

Do each of you ladies have a prepared statement ? 

Mrs. SHopmaker. Yes, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Then we might lead off in the order in which your 
names have been called with Mrs. Ball first presenting her testimony 
and, unless the committee members have some specific question which 
they would like to interrupt at a specified point, if the committee 
would please cooperate by questioning after the four ladies have pre- 
sented their testimony, it will be appreciated. 

Mrs. Ball, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. FRANK BALL, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRMAN, 


CAPITAL DIVISION, WOMEN’S NATIONAL FARM & GARDEN 
ASSOCIATION 


Mrs. Batt. I am Mrs. Frank Ball of Arlington, Va., legislative 
chairman of the Capital division of the Women’s National Farm and 
Garden Association. 
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I have been instructed by my group to urge the proper legislatioy 
be enacted to create the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Historical Par, 
for conservation, both flora and fauna, in the area through which the 
canal runs as well as the canal itself. 

We hope this historical area will be preserved for all times for 
millions to enjoy. 

We favor bill H.R. 953, Representative Saylor’s bill. 

We believe that the metropolitan area and the area as far away as 
Cumberland, Md., should be saved for recreational purposes, 

I have recently returned from the Everglades National Park 9 
Cape Sable in southern Florida, and saw for the first time that vag 
area comprising 1,400,000 acres. I was thrilled with all the efforts 
a made to protect the trees, the plant life, the birds, the deer 
the bears, that the Congress and the National Park Service has 
rendered to our people. They had a great vision in preserving this 
vast area. 

Now, to me, it is just as vital to those who live in the area alon 
the C. & O. Canal and those who will visit it to have such a historica 
national park, as is now proposed. 

My great grandfather, Benjamin Shrive, of Montgomery County, 
Md., gave a strip of land wide enough for the canal and towpath 
and 1 mile long in order to have the canal established as a waterway 
to the grain market in Georgetown. Of course, that was many years 
ago and it is no longer needed for such a purpose. 

We feel that the Potomac and its many tributaries such as Shen- 
andoah River, Goose Creek, Monocacy River, Pimmett Run, Sprout 
Run, Broad Run should be clean. You heard so much about the 
pollution of our broad Potomac and we feel that if this area is 
cleaned up, there will be enough water for the use of Washington and 
the areas surrounding it. 

We feel that the dams that are proposed would flood thousands 
of acres of productive farmland and thereby rob this nearby area of 
produce so badly needed. 

Let us think in terms of cleaning up our broad Potomac, as a con- 
servation program, as well as our flowers and fauna, we hear so much 
about. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mrs. Ball. 

Now, Mrs. Powell, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. BENJAMIN A. POWELL, CONSERVATION 
CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL CAPITOL GARDEN CLUB 


Mrs. Powreti. Mrs. Pfost and members of the subcommittee, my 
name is Mrs. Benjamin A. Powell. I live at 5805 Highland Drive, 
Chevy Chase, Montgomery County, Md. I represent, as conservation 
chairman, the National Capitol Garden Club League, an organiza 
tion of some 6,000 men and women in Washington, D.C., and adja- 
cent suburbs in Maryland and Virginia. We are here in support of 
H.R. 953, introduced by Mr. Saylor of Pennsylvania, for the desig- 
nation of a Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

The people for whom I speak, figuring the average family at 4 
plus, are about 25,000 men, women, and children, who live within a 
short distance of the C. & O. Canal area. We are the ones who desire 
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that this historic area be preserved, and who will, and do, use and 
enjoy the old canal and its environs not once, but over and over 
again. This most historic region in Maryland is visited annually 
by thousands of your constituents, and is an integral part of the 
history of this country. of ait 

We should all by now be thoroughly familiar with the historic, 
scenic, and recreational importance of the C. & O. Canal. As to these 
features there can be, I am sure, no disagreement. We concur com- 
pletely with the statements of Mrs. Shoemaker and Mr. Grayson. 
The area under discusion has to do with the Capital City of the 
Nation. I am sure you agree also that here it is particularly impor- 
tant that we preserve wherever possible the scenic and aesthetic as- 

ts of our Capital City. The only encroachment on the canal region 
which might be justifiable would be that there was no other source 
of water supply for the metropolitan area. — re ass 

The public interest is served by recognition of legislative provision 
for a water supply to meet the needs of an expanding population. 
It is interesting that at a time when important Government facilities 
are being moved to a safe distance from Washington for defense 
purposes, we are here considering the construction of a dam, or dams, 
which are virtually in our suburbs. 

As for recreation on an artificial lake created by such a dam, may 
I suggest that there are in the Washington area ample opportunities 
for water sports, if you did not take your life in your hands every 
time you touched the water. Improved methods of sewage treatment 
and disposal would clean up the water below Chain Bridge, and 

rmit more economical use of the water supply. There are relatively 

ew opportunities near the city for canoeing, Silene picnicking, and 
some of the less active of our recreational needs, which would, and 
are being afforded by the canal restoration. 

Members of the committee, I hope you will take a long look at any 
proposal which will destroy forever a national asset so closely linked 
with the history of this country. 

Thank you for permitting me to appear. 

Mrs. Prost. Mrs. Shoemaker ? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. C. D. SHOEMAKER, MEMBER, LEGISLATIVE 
COMMITTEE, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE GARDEN CLUBS, INC. 


Mrs. Snormaker. Madam Chairman and members of the committee, 
my name is Mrs. Carl D. Shoemaker. As a member of the legislative 
committee of the National Council of State Garden Clubs, Inc., I am 
appearing in support of legislation to establish the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

The National Council of State Garden Clubs is a nonprofit organi- 
zation whose membership of more than 350,000 men and women is 
distributed among 46 State affiliates and the District of Columbia. 
Among the conservation interests of these federated clubs is that of 
“the preservation of special areas.” 

Having in mind that this is a hearing to consider establishment of 
anational historical park, these remarks are limited to a brief histori- 
cal background of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. 
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The history of the C. & O. Canal began when Maj. George Wash. 
ington, returning from the surrender of Fort Necessity, rode down 
the Potomac Valley, appraising, as he went, its value as a trade route 
to the expanding empire west of the Alleghenies. Fired with this 
idea, he determined that advantages of such a scheme would increase 
the commerce of Virginia and Maryland and greatly promote the 
political interests of the United States. 

Washington’s efforts resulted in organization of the Potomac Qo, 
in February 1785, caiptalized at £40,300. Unhappily, his plan of 
constructing skirting canals and using river navigation were found 
inadequate, and the dream passage to the western empire via the 
Potomac lay dormant for almost 40 years. Despite the misfortunes 
encountered, the company substantially completed skirting canals 
around five falls as far as Harpers Ferry—Great Falls, Seneca, and 
Houses Falls on the Virginia side, and Little Falls and Shenandoah 
Falls on the Maryland side of the river. 

Then came the upsurge of canal building, inspired by the success 
of the Erie Canal, when Washington’s original idea of a valley water 
avenue of commerce was rekindled. In 1823, his old company sur- 
rendered its charter to a new Potomac Canal Co., organized for the 
purpose of cutting a canal from Washington to a branch of the Ohio. 
This plan never got underway because of the commanding opposi- 
tion of Baltimore to a project that not only called for State funds 
but threatened that city’s commercial position because the canal would 
terminate in Georgetown, thus denying Baltimore the privilege of 
tapping it for a connecting waterway. ) 

Promoters of the canal were not to be discouraged. Through 
their efforts, a convention was called in Washington, November 6, 
1823, with delegates from Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania, and the 
District of Columbia, An enlarged plan was advocated which would 
include Baltimore as its terminus, and provide a canal 360 miles in 
extent, reaching to Pittsburgh. This was the beginning of the Chesa- 
peake & Ohio Canal Co., a lineal descendant of Washington’s old 
company. It was capitalized at $6 million, and for its success Sec- 
retary of War John C. Calhoun urged that “it receive the patronage 
and support of the Nation.” 

On July 4, 1828, two notable ceremonies took place that were des- 
tined to influence many events in the young Nation. From Washing- 
ton, President John Quincy Adams and party traveled on the 
steamboat Surprise up the Potomac to near Great Falls, where they 
disembarked to board canal boats lying in the old Potomac canal 
built by the indefatigable labors of Washington’s company nearly 
50 years before. Carried by canal boats to a spot on the left bank of 
the Potomac near Little Falls, it was here that President Adams 
broke ground for the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. 

Simultaneously with this celebration, appropriate ceremonies of 
another sort were being held on the farm of Charles Carroll, near 
Baltimore. This last surviving signer of the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence was laying the cornerstone for the foundation of the railroad 
destined to undo Adams’ work at Little Falls. The Baltimore & Ohio 
Railroad was in the race, commercially and politically. 

After innumerable delays involving financial, political, and legal 
difficulties, the canal reached Cumberland 8 years after the railroad 
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and 3 years before the rails reached the Ohio Valley. Cost of the 

roject skyrocketed from the original $6 million, to $27 million. The 
jong and costly construction delays caused abandonment of that part 
of the route and the canal was terminated at Cumberland. 

From 1828 to 1850, when the canal was completed, the Chesapeake 
& Ohio Canal Co. accomplished an engineering feat which even now 
would be notable. It built 76 locks to compensate for some 600 feet 
in rising elevation; a ditch 60 feet wide and 6 feet deep, and towpath 
12 feet wide; and crossed 12 major streams on masonry viaducts which 
stand to this day. Numerous small streams and roads were passed 
on culverts, and at Paw Paw, W. Va., builders burrowed 3,080 feet 
through the mountains carrying the canal through a brick-faced tun- 
nel. In recent years this tunnel has been repaired by the National 
Park Service, and not only is a beautiful example of fine masonry 
but is a remarkable engineering accomplishment. 

In its peak year of 1875, more than a million tons of coal were 
transported by mule-drawn barges on this narrow waterway from 
Cumberland. As many of 540 canal boats carrying flour, grain, 
lumber, and coal navigated the canal during its heyday. 

During the Civil War, the C. & O. Canal assumed importance as a 
line of communication for the Union Army about Washington. It 
figures in McClellan’s plan to protect the railroad at Harpers Ferry. 
Quoting from a Washington Post story (Mar. 14, 1954) by Marshall 
Andrews: 

So important was the canal to the Union that the Confederates tried through- 
out the conflict to destroy it. Part of Stonewall Jackson’s job at Harpers Ferry 
during the spring of 1861 was to destroy as many of the dams as possible. But 
he was never able to damage any. On Jeb Stuart’s October raid around Mc- 
Clellan’s army after Sharpsburg, and again Jubal Harly’s raid on Washington 


in July 1864, determined efforts were made to blow up the Monocacy aqueduct. 
The stout masonry defied them all. 


But the old canal fought a losing battle. Rail competition, devas- 
tating floods, and lack of business forced the company into bank- 
ruptcy. It was taken over by its bitter rival and principal bond- 
holder, the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, and finally abandoned in 1925. 
In 1938 the property was purchased by the Government for $2 million, 
and now is valued at more than twice the purchase price. 

This relic of the feverish canal era represents the yearnings, the 
hopes, and the aspirations of a young nation seeking to weld into a 
union its vast territory beyond the Alleghenies. The canal area pro- 
vides a closeup of the effects of canal and railroad commerce on a 
valley’s culture and stands as an inviting traceway along which our 
oon will have opportunity to rediscover the exciting events of a 

ygone era. Unlike many historic sites, the C. & O. Canal is a living 
monument of these early struggles and should be preserved as a part 
of our historic heritage. 

That in addition is the only nearby area where an exploding popu- 
lation may seek inexpensive natural outdoor recreations according to 
individual preference makes the property even more precious. 

Madam Chairman and members of the committee, we respectfully 
urge that you look at the C. & O. Canal as a historic treasure which 
onee destroyed cannot be replaced. It is believed that the Saylor 
bill, H.R. 953, will best accomplish such an objective. 
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Thank you for your courtesy and the privilege of appearing before 
you. 

Mrs. Prost. Mrs. Jesse F. Hakes is substituting for Mrs. Richard 
N. Wills, president of the Federated Garden Clubs of Baltimore, Mad. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. RICHARD N. WILLS, PRESIDENT, FEDERATED 
GARDEN CLUBS OF BALTIMORE, MD., PRESENTED BY MRS. JEsgp 
F. HAKES 


Mrs. Haxkes. I am Mrs. Jesse F. Hakes, Glenwood, Howard 
County, Md., adviser to the Federated Garden Clubs of Maryland and 
representing Mrs. Richard N. Wills, president of Federated Garden 
Clubs of Baltimore, Md. 

The Maryland Federation of Garden Clubs, representing 105 clubs 
and 4,163 members, strongly urge the enactment of legislation de. 
signed to preserve the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal area as a national 
historic park for the following reasons: Because the C. & O. Canal 
paralleling the Potomac River, stands as the only surviving example 
of the canal building era, and was the first sustained drive to west- 
ward expansion by waterway. 

Because the canal area is in an undisturbed condition and presents 
an opportunity for permanent preservation of a wildlife area, 

Because it would provide a natural and unique region for both 
nature study and recreation, being in such close proximity to our 
Nation’s Capital, and thus allowing it to serve many thousands of 
people from all parts of the country. 

Because we firmly believe that the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal area, 
which runs in its entirety through Maryland, and is now administered 
by the National Park Service, can only receive the protection and 
preservation it deserves by making it a national historical park. 
Therefore, we urge that the necessary legislation be passed by the 
86th Congress of the United States now assembled. 

Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, ladies, for a very able presentation. We 
do appreciate your cooperation in coming to the witness table together. 

I am always proud when a group of women come before and pre- 
sent to the committee the coordinated thinking and planning of such 
important groups as the four of you have so ably done here today. 

(Discussion off the record.) , 

Mrs. Prosr. Mrs. Ball, I am very much interested in the statement 
you made with regard to your visit to the Everglades National Park. 
The Subcommittee on Public Lands last year made a trip during 
the Easter recess to that area. We worked hard during the recess 
period and came back and passed a bill which would add several 
thousand acres to the already large Everglades Park. 

So, I should like to join with you in saying that I, too, am very 
much interested in the conservation of our national points of interest. 
Whether they be something in the forested and mountainous areas 
of the West or whether they be the canals in the Washington, DC, 
area, or the Everglades in Florida, I think we owe it to future gen- 
erations to preserve as many areas for them as we possibly can in their 
natural state. 
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There is just one thing which I would like to ask and that is whether 
ou feel that a 90-foot dam such as the River Bend Dam would be— 
and incidentally, I feel we have sometimes erroneously referred to it in 
these hearings as a high dam. It may seem high in this area, but it 
is a very low dam in western language because our — often call 
for the construction of dams 500, 600, 700 feet in height—do you feel 
that if the Washington metropolitan area must depend upon fresh 
water which is furnished by the Potomac, that it is more important 
to establish a park or to provide for the actual necessary water for 
domestic use in the area? I point my question first to Mrs. Ball. 

Mrs. Batu. I think I tried to bring out, Madam Chairman, that 
any dam will flood the rich lands around Leesburg in the River 
Bend area, and I am definitely convinced that the cleaning up of the 
Potomac will furnish all the good water that this area will need for 

nerations tocome. The tributaries that come into it, as I mentioned, 
the Shenandoah and Pimmit Run, are so polluted now. 

If they bring all the pollution from Langley, from CIA, as is now 
discussed, it will be terrible. So we have got to look into the future 
and have that waste carried off down below the city of Alexandria, 

would suggest. ; et 
It can ae through Fairfax County. I am quite familiar with 
this area, as I lived here all my life, and I still feel, once a dam, it will 
get higher and higher and more dams and more dams. 

I like fresh water myself. I boil all the water I drink now. And 
I do feel that very definitely, and I think my committee would feel 
the same way. ; 

Mrs. Prost. Were you here to hear the testimony of the Army Engi- 
neers yesterday ¢ 

Mrs. Batu. No. 

Mrs. Prost. Were any of you ladies here? If you were, you heard 
them say there is a very grave shortage of water, and they are, of 
course, making studies upstream. 

My next question is, do any of you live above Cumberland ? 

None of them do apparently. 

There have been some statements made that the people living in 
the upper reaches who have orchards and other rich farmland have 
also protested that they do not want their farms taken from them 
for the flooding by small dams that the Army Engineers testified 
were needed. 

And also last year on the record, the Army Engineers testified that 
even though they thought at that time we could store 300,000 acre-feet 
of water in the three dams that are contemplated to be constructed 
upstream, yesterday on cross-questioning they stated that only 134,000 
acre-feet of water could be gained by those feasible dams on the 
tributaries to the Potomac. 


And, therefore, we are going to be desperately short, if, in fact, we 
are not short already. 

The Chair asked the question 2s to whether or not 380 million gallons 
per day during the low flow period would be a reasonable figure that 
we would need to gain in storage in order to provide just the necessary 
drinking and domestic water for the people of the area. 


Colonel Sumner’s answer was that it was a very moderate, very con- 
servative, figure. 
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Therefore, the conclusion I arrived at, at the end of the Ar 
Engineers’ testimony was that we are going to have to have g¢ 
storage of water on the main stem of the Potomac. 

In the event that the studies of the Army Engineers indicate there 
will not be sufficient water for the Washington metropolitan area, 
would you still feel that we should not flood out this short stretch, 
some 35 to 40 miles in length, to provide domestic water fop 
Washington ? 

Mrs. Powetu. May I speak to that ? 

Mrs. Prost. You may. 

Mrs. Powetu. Of course, a water supply for the Washington metro. 
politan area is of paramount interest, and I am sure the comprehensive 
report, when it is finally made, will take into consideration all alterna. 
tives including this vast body of water here in Washington and into 
the Chesapeake Bay. Our feeling is that a high dam should be only q 
last resort and, of course, if it is necessary, we would be the first to 
concede it. 

Mrs. Prost. Do you feel it is reasonable to wait the 2 or 3 years until 
the Army report is in before the Congress makes a decision on that 
stretch ? 

In other words, if the committee should report a bill providing 
that the Park Service not spend money within the area that would be 
flooded by the River Bend Dam. I wonder if that might not bea 
reasonable approach. By that time, we will know whether there are 
other damsites that would take care of the shortage of water. 

Mrs. SHormAker. Madam Chairman, I wonder whether it has been 
determined how much money might be expended in the 35-mile re- 
served area since developments are considered to be at a minimum. 
Our primary interest at the present, I think, is in consolidating the 
lands between the river and the canal at certain places. 

Have we established the fact that it will take a lot of money to buy 
lands in the so-called reserve ? 

Mrs. Prost. Last year we questioned Conrad Wirth, Director of 
the Park Service, on the record and he stated that a great majority 
of the land acquisition would lie in that 35-to-40-mile stretch. 

Mrs. SHormaker. That is what I had not understood. But that 
also is one of the most significant stretches of the canal and the river. 

We have here, as you know, the Interstate Commission on the Poto- 
mac, which has been in operation, I believe, some 20 years. Its object is 
to, I thought, clean up and control pollution in the Potomac. That 
has not been accomplished. Many of us have the feeling that first 
object should be cleaning the Potomac and let us go from there. We 
naturally are not going to oppose any reasonable installation for 
Washington’s water supply. We understand those problems, we think. 

Mrs. Prost. I certainly share your concern about the pollution 
problem and that is one of the reasons why yesterday I made refer- 
ence to the Abel Wolman report. 

Mrs. SHOEMAKER. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Because in his report he states that the silt coming down 
the river is the greatest contributor toward the pollution problem that 
we have. Therefore, I tried to establish what could be done to stop the 
steady flow of silt into the area, because I understand that the silt 
kills wildlife and vegetation. Core drill sampling indicates that silt 
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deposits lies 9 to 10 feet thick in places on the bottom of the river and 
are in fact developing islands. ve 

The Army Engineers yesterday testified that one of the greatest 
assets In controlling this siltation problem would be a dam upstream 
to allow it to settle, and even so it would fill the dam only approxi- 
mately 4 percent within the next 50 years. ginal 

Mrs. Haxes. I would like to ask a question, Madam Chairman, 
whether to control this silt—I should say how many dams would be 
needed. I have seen all the western dams: I know something about 
the silt. We have not quite such an erosive soil as that. . But could 
they control the silt with a minimum amount of dams? What would 
that mean? How many dams? a. 

Mrs. Prost. I do not believe anyone directed that specific question 
to the Army engineers yesterday. However, that is a very good ques- 
tion and I wish we had the answer to it. ' . 

But the Army Engineers report, I am sure, will be sufficiently com- 
prehensive that it will take into consideration, not only the silt, but 
the water storage as well. That was another reason why some of us 
felt that probably we should wait for the reports to come in before a 
determination is made and before thousands of dollars are spent on 
the 35-mile stretch of the canal. 

Mrs. Haxes. I seem to remember—I was not here yesterday—but 
I remember about 1946 that the Army had what we call the “battle 
of the Potomac” for these dams. 

Mrs. Prosr. Yes. 

Mrs. Haxes. The Army engineers have been working on it a long 
time. It would seem to me that by now they would have some pretty 
conclusive evidence on the subject. 

Mrs. Prost. We all feel pretty much the same way, Mrs. Hakes, 
about that. In fact, I believe we pinpointed that several times dur- 
ing the hearings of the past 2 days, as well as last year. 

However, the Army engineers have come back at us with the answer 
that it is up to the Congress to supply them with sufficient. moneys 
with which to complete these studies, that out of the $200,000 they 
were allowed for studies last year, they were restricted to the area 
in the upper canal area and therefore had not been able to make a 
study of the lower end. 

That apparently is one of the reasons why we do not have the report 
completed as of now. 

Mrs. Hakrs. Would it be possible to get enough water supply for 
the city of Washington by directly pumping it from the river without 
the dam ? 

Mrs, Prost. That question was also asked yesterday, and the Army 
engineers replied no, that they are already pumping, and there would 
not be a drop left in the river at some of the low stages even today, 
that during the low flow of the river it is practically dried up. 

So those are questions that were asked of the Army Engineers 
yesterday. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Uttman. Thank you. I want to commend the ladies for a very 
fine statement. I particularly enjoyed the historical statement on the 


C. & O. Canal. 


Mrs. SuormaKer. Thank you. 
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Mr. Utiman. I agree that it certainly is a matter of most historic 
interest and should be preserved as such. 

Just for additional information, when did the C. & O. Cana] Qo, 
finally go into bankruptcy. Do you remember? 

Mrs. Suormaker. No. I do not know the definite date. The cana] 

yas abandoned in 1924. Exactly when the B. & O. took over, I do 
not know. As you understand, I am sure it was a great political and 
financial debacle during the time of the construction of the canal and 
the early construction of the railroad. 

Most of this information came from an old volume, published ip 
1904 on the historic highways. 

Mr. Utitman. It is my understanding that at the time it was finally 
abandoned it had not been used for many years. 

Mrs. SHopMakeEr. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. These railroads took over in what year? 

Mrs. SHormaker. That is what I do not know. 

Mr. Utitman. Somebody said 1889. I wonder if anybody knows 
if that would be the date. 

Mrs. SuHormaker. I think that would be a little early. 

Mr. Utiman. You do not think that would be correct? 

Mrs. SHOEMAKER. No. 

Mr. Utiman. I would be interested in getting that information 
from somebody. 

I do not have any questions, except to comment on the dilemma of 
the committee here. We have 185 miles of canal here and, accord- 
ing to the testimony of the Corps of Engineers yesterday, we have 
been pretty well foreclosed from getting water out of river here, 
in the Washington, D.C. area even if it were cleaned up. In other 
words, the corps told us that that would not be a feasible possibility 
in the solution of this important water problem. i 

We are faced with this tremendous growth factor, and yesterday 
in the record it was indicated how rapidly the area is growing. I be- 
lieve it will quadruple in the new few years. 

So we have this very, very serious problem. We want to preserve 
the canal. I know I do. But at the present time, it is my feeling that 
we should not do anything to foreclose the water supply of the metro- 
politan area. 

In view of the fact we have 185 miles of canal, does it seem too un- 
reasonable that we should merely restrict the park aspect of about 35 
or 40 miles until we can determine for sure by the corps report what 
the need is. Surely, if we can get the water supply above, then that 
is where we should get it. But if the corps determines it is not 
feasible to do so and we need a dam, is it too unreasonable that we 
should set aside, temporarily, that 35- to 40-mile stretch in the face 
of the fact that we have 185 miles of canal and that you would havea 
historical park unrestricted in the balance of the canal? Does this 
seem too unreasonable to you ladies? 

Mrs. SHormaker. That is a very difficult question to answer. It 
involves a philosophical outlook and many other things. One of the 
most urgent things is to purchase the lands that will in a few years 
probably be used for other purposes, particularly maybe small cot- 
tage use, that is incompatible with any type of national park estab- 
lishment. 
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I think that is a phase that probably the National Park Service 
should work out with you people. 

On the other hand, I would just have to repeat that, unfortunately, 
the 35-mile reservation is one of the most important and significant 
areas. We still believe that a low dam at Riverbend might be pro- 
vided for water storage that will not be so injurious. But definitely 
we are opposed to a high dam for the purpose of hydropower develop- 
ment. 

Mr. Uttman. I think the corps indicated yesterday in their state- 
ment that their consideration was water supply, and power would be 
strictly incidental, and I do not think anybody is going to come before 
us in an attempt to build a power dam. The dam would be a water 
supply dam and power would be incidental. I think the corps very 
definitely made that statement yesterday. So our problem is water 
supply and from the testimony that we had yesterday, it is very ques- 
tionable in my mind, after examining all the alternatives, if the corps 
will be able to come up with any alternative to the high dam in view 
of the water supply needs. 

In view of that, regardless of what individually we might think 
can be done, the engineers have indicated it is going to be needed for 
a water supply. If they come up with the report that it is needed 
for a water supply, would you still object to a high dam which you 
indicate now you do object to? 

Mrs. SHormAKER. I believe we should have to then reexamine the 
status and the issues, apparently then. 

Mr. Uttman. This is a dilemma. 

Mrs. SHormAKER. We think it is and we appreciate your difficulties. 

Mr. Uttman. I believe we have a reasonable alternative. We 
would hope that, if the committee passes out a reasonable compromise, 
which gives basically what you want in the way of a historical park, 
the groups you represent will understand that the motives are strictly 
of living up to our responsibilities for water development and water 
needs of this great, growing metropolitan area. People must live. 
Survival is most important, and that is what we are thinking about. 

Mrs. Batt. I remember a few years ago, when there was such a 
great water shortage in New York City and they were talking about 
the reservoirs up in the Adirondacks all being practically dry. They 
reevaluated the situation and found there was such a great waste 
through the air conditioning and so forth. Have we exhausted every 
possibility here to correct any waste such as that or any proposed 
waste. You know they are making them use the same water over 
and over again. 

Mr. Uttman. You are not opposed to air conditioning, are you? 

Mrs. Batt. No, I am not, but I think if the water could be used 
over it should be. 

Mr, Uttman. I believe in maximum utilization. I think certainly 
we should do everything we can to utilize all the water we have. 
Thank you. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Saytor. I would like to commend you four women for coming 
down and at least speaking on the bill. You are the first four wit- 
nesses we have had here since this hearing started on Monday that 
have discussed the bill. 

$9315—59—6 
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This has disintegrated from a hearing on a bill to create a national 
park into a controversy between public power advocates, high dam 
advocates, and every thing except the subject which was being brought 
here for hearing. [ would like to commend you first for at least 
getting the hearing back on the track. 

First, I would like to ask of Mrs. Ball—and I ask this question of 
you, Mrs. Ball, as you might know, because if you read the record, 
you will read of this tremendous mileage of this national park, and 
there are people who read the record, who would think that we are 
taking everything east of the Allegheny Mountains and putting it into 
a national park. They forget to announce that it may be over g 
hundred miles long, but in most instances it is 60 feet wide. 

Now, Mrs. Ball, you say that your grandfather 

Mrs. Bat. Great grandfather. 

Mr. Saytor. Gave to the canal company a section a mile along the 
land he owned fronting on the Potomac. How wide was that see- 
tion ? 

Mrs. Baxu. It was wide enough for the canal and towpath. His 
farm was 604 acres and mile square, and gave the whole length from 
Monocacy locks toward Whites Ferry, I think, or toward Frederick, 
In that deed which is recorded I understand—I have not read it—in 
Rockville, he said if it ever ceases to be used as a canal, the land will 
revert to his descendants. 

Mr. Saytor. Come back to estate ? 

Mrs. Batu. I thought that was a historical point I could put in. 

Mr. Sayvor. But all he gave them was enough—— 

Mrs. Bau. Just for the canal. 

Mr. Sartor. To build the canal ? 

Mrs. Bau. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Are you fortunate enough in still having the farm? 

Mrs. Bat. No, the farm was sold about 15 years ago. It had been 
in the family since about 1826. I am the oldest descendent left. 

Mr. Saytor. I want to tell you, if you are the oldest, there must be 
an awful lot of young ones. 

Mrs. Powell, in your statement you referred to the fact that you 
were in favor of this bill and you called attention to the number of 
people who live in this area that could use this park. 

During the hearings which occurred last year, this proposed national 
park was referred to by certain of the witnesses as the “poor man’s 
national park.’ 

When asked the reason for that appellation, they stated it was 
probably the only national park that would be available to such a 
tremendous number of people where they could go and do the things 
which people think of doing when they go to v isit the national parks. 

Do you believe that people of the gre: ater metropolitan area, where 
you live, would benefit from and use ‘this national park, as the people 
of the west are able to go visit and use the western national parks! 

Mrs. PowEe.u. By all means. And it has the added advantage of 
being very accessible to those who work in Washington, people who 
live in Washington. I read Mr. Hyde’s statement “about the “poor 
man’s national park” and I think it was a point well-taken because 
the things you can do are not the things that cost a great deal of 
money. You can walk, you can hike, you can canoe, you can picni¢, 
you can birdwatch, or you can sit and fish and commune with nature. 
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I think it is a point very well taken. The area that it covers would 
be widely used. It is widely used by people of every age, groups of 
Boy Scouts, old ladies who want to have a level place to walk. I think 
itisa point very welltaken. _ 

Mr. Sartor. Am I correct in stating that you have been here all of 
this week in the room ? 

Mrs. Powett. No, I was not here on Monday. 

Mr. Sartor. On Monday, the testimony was given by the Park 
Service. And they described what they intended to do for the de- 
velopment of this park, namely to eliminate the trees that were growing 
into the walls, make picnic areas, areas for camping and the usual 
development that you would expect to find in a national park. And 
I have heard nobody testify that they expected—nobody asked them 
whether or not they expected to build any large buildings or to change 
the very nature of this park by the improvements that they made. 

Now this “red herring,” borrowing a term that was used by a very 
famous man in Government some years ago—this “red herring” that 
has been drawn across the trail of these tremendous developments that 
are going to take place, do you or does your group anticipate any 
developments of that nature in this area? — 

In other words, you expect the park service to change the character- 
istics of the C. & O. Canal ? 

Mrs. Powetu. Definitely not, and we would oppose any such change. 
We have tried to follow their plans as closely as we could. And we 
feel very strongly that the natural canal should be preserved as it is at 
Pawpaw. They have done a wonderful job and they have done a 
pretty good job up here below Great Falls. 

Mr. Sayxor. I think that the witnesses that appeared for the Park 
Service stated that all of the locks themselves are still standing, that 
the stone buildings which were originally erected by the C. & O. Co. 
are still standing, the wooden structures have all deteriorated and dis- 
appeared. There were only a few of them. ‘The reason I ask that is 
because there is growing among the witnesses a feeling that the Park 
Service is going down there and going to spend a tremendous sum of 
money in the development of this park and I wanted to know whether 
or not your organization, since you have lived here in metropolitan 
Washington, had the idea that that was the kind of development that 
was going to take place along the C. & O. Canal. 

Mrs. Powe. I sincerely hope not. 

Mr. Sartor. Mrs. Ball, how about you? Is that the kind of im- 
provement you anticipate? 

Mrs. Batu. Not at all. 

Mr. Sartor. And if this Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National His- 
torical Park is completed, is it your hope and desire that the Park 
Service maintain the canal in substantially the condition it is today, 
so that there will be no further deterioration and that the area be 
made available for use by the public? 

Mrs. Batu. At no great expense. 

Mr. Sartor. At no great expense. 

Mrs. Baty. That is my idea. 

Mr. Savior. Mrs. Shoemaker, you have appeared before this com- 
mittee on a number of occasions, and I am always interested in the 


testimony you give for your organization. 
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Does your organization anticipate any change in the basic char. 
acteristics of the proposed historical national park # 

Mrs. SHormakKeER. Definitely not. The appeal of the area is that 
it will be an inexpensive place for people to seek their outdoor reere. 
ation. There will be no big developments. The strip is now go 
narrow, if resort-type places were even suggested it would be 
impractical. 

Mr. Sartor. Mrs. Hakes, you come from the adjoining metropolis 
of Baltimore. 

Mrs. Haxes. No, I come from Howard County, from where Wash- 
ington now gets a great deal of its water. 

I would like to just make one comment, Mr. Saylor, if I may, 

Mr. Sayvor. You certainly may. 

Mrs. Haxrs. If this is not soon decided, there will not be much ¢. 
& O. Canal towpath or anything else left. I was born near the canal, 
and I know what it looks hke from Cumberland down. The buildings 
may be intact, but they need a great deal of repair. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, unless Congress acts rather promptly, 
the very concept of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National His- 
torical Park will be just a figment of some people’s imagination. 

Mrs. Haxes. I fear so. 

Mr. Saytor. Might I ask you four ladies to answer this question: 
Whether or not the organizations which you represent would take 
the position that, if the report of the Army Engineers, which will be 
filed some time in the future when Congress gives them enough money, 
shows it is necessary to preserve our way of life in the metropolitan 
area that sections of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National His- 
torical Park would be taken, at that time—whether or not, after 
careful examination and determining that the Army Engineers were 
correct, your organizations would oppose this taking for the benefit 
of all of the people of any section of that park. 

Mrs. Ball, since you were the first witness we will ask you to answer 
first. 

Mrs. Batu. I think I would have to talk to my group, but personally 
I would feel there must be a law of survival. We cannot survive 
without water. But I still would have to be convinced that it would 
never be used for the sale of power. I mean the dams that would 
create power for sale. It would have to be strictly on a basis of useful 
water. I am speaking personally, now. 

Mr. Cottier. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Coxtirer. I cannot pass up this opportunity to make the com- 
ment that I recognize the deep concern here for Washington’s water 
supply and particularly domestic purposes. Let there be no mistake, 
I certainly feel the concern is essentially vital. 

But I submit that as cosponsor lake diversion bill, I do not find 
a consistency of concern for the people of my State and my district 
who, for years, have been trying to get a little water off of Lake 
Michigan for health and sanitation purposes and put a little fresh 
water into the waterways of the State of Illinois. I just feel it is 
nice to see this belated concern for the needs of water of the people 
in Washington. I hope it filters down to our little problem in the 
city of Chicago, in the metropolitan area. 
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Thank you, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Burvick. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. I will be happy to yield to my colleague from North 
Dakota. 

Mr. Burpick. I want to assure my colleague from Chicago we share 
the same concern. If you look at the voting record on the Chicago 
diversion, you will see. 

Mr. Cottier. I personally appreciate your vote for lake diversion, 
Mr. Burdick. 

Mr. Utiman. Will the gentleman yield? Would the gentleman 
thank me for my vote? 

Mrs. Prost. Would the gentleman yield for an answer? 

Mr. Sayuor. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. I, too, share the gentleman’s concern and want to assure 
him the Chair has been consistent and voted for the lake diversion 
bill, and am just as concerned about the Washington metropolitan 
area being supplied. 

Mr. Sartor. You see, ladies, what I meant when I said it is re- 
freshing to have you four ladies here to talk about the bill before us. 

Madam Chairman, I want to thank these four witnesses for being 
here and for their fine statements. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. Burvick. I have a few questions. 

Mrs. Shoemaker, when was this canal built? 

Mrs. SHormaker. It was started in 1828. That is when President 
Adams turned the first sod. 

Mr. Burvicx. I believe you stated it was in a fair state of preserva- 
tion today. 

Mrs. SHormakKer. Portions of it. The engineering features of it 
are. For example, the tunnel at Paw Paw, which goes through the 
mountains is a ante tar tunnel and it has recently been repaired 
by the Park Service. There were some places in it where some bricks 
have fallen out and that sort of thing. The old handrail is polished 
like a piece of fine furniture from friction of the old towboats on the 
trail. 

Mr. Burpick. I believe you or your association said there would 
not be a great deal of expense involved in preserving this. 

Mrs. SHormaKenr. I think it is a million dollars for land purchases 
they estimated the other day. I do not have my notes here, but I 
think it was around a million dollars for land purchases, was it not? 
_ Mr. Burvicx. In response to a question from Mr. Saylor, I got the 
impression there would not be a great deal of money needed to preserve 
the area. 

Mrs. SHormakeER. That isright. There is now a park superintendent 
incontrol. 

Mr. Burpick. If this canal was built in 1820—was it? 

Mrs. SHOEMAKER. 1828. 

Mr. Burpicx. And it lasted all these years would it be unreasonable 
to wait just about 2 or 3 years for final determination to be made by 
the Army Engineers ? ; 

Mrs. Suormaker. Mr. Burdick, that puts us in a very unhappy 
position of possibly denying a great population this water supply. 
We do not want to take that attitude. 
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On the other hand, if the sum involved in acquiring the area through 
there is not too vast, would it be unreasonable to authorize it? The 
high dam may never be built in our time. 

Mr. Burpicx. You ask me a question. My point is this: Appar. 
ently the canal is well constructed. It w ould not have lasted and be 
in good condition today if it were not. That is many, many years 
ago. The chances are in all likelihood it will be in the same state 
of preservation 2 or 3 years from now. 

Mrs. SHOEMAKER. Yes. 

Mr. Burpics. In view of the need for domestic water supply, tes- 
tified to here yesterday, would it be unreasonable to wait 2 or 3 years 
to make sure we are not spending the taxpayers’ money and then 
inundate all of this, if we did do it ? 

Mrs. SHormaker. Put that way, it does not sound unreasonable, 
except the urgency is to consolidate the holdings. 

Mr. Burptcx. I have one more question. 

Mrs. Powell, you testified to the great advantage of recreation—I 
think you said bird- watching, picnicking, fishing, and the like—that 
would attend this development. The testimony yesterday was that if 
this dam was constructed and if this reservoir was maintained, if 
finally found necessary, the colonel testified that as a part of the proj- 
ect on the borders, on "the perimeters of this reservoir, they would 
develop a harmonious plan that would blend into the remaining por- 
tions of the canal. In other words, the first 35 miles would be reser- 
voir along which they would, in cooperation with the Park Service, 
provide for recreational facilities and blend it harmoniously into the 
balance of the canal. Would not a development of that kind, perhaps, 
be the best solution if, as I say, water supply requires it, to provide 
both a water supply for the city of Washington and also preserve 
140 miles of canal as it is? 

Mrs. Poweti. You aresaying if a high dam becomes necessary ? 

Mr. Burpicr. Yes. 

Mrs. Powexu. That is the point I was trying to make, Mr. Bur- 
dick. There is ample water recreation in the Washington area. 
There are, as you probably know, great groups of sailing enthusiasts, 
motorboat enthusiasts, water skiiers. We have access to the river, to 
the bay, and we are right close to the ocean here. We are only 3 hours 
away. 

I felt that was an incidental thing. If we have to have this thing 
then, of course, if you develop the shores and dev elop the water sports, 
it would be helpful. But I have been in TVA country and I happen 
to come from Montana, and I grew up in the Teton area, so I know 
about water drawdowns and that sort of thing and I am a little con- 
cerned about this. 

Mr. Burpicx. You mentioned fishing and boating. I would say 
you would still have it with the reservoir ‘and still have t the other things. 
Because I, too, come from the West and know we have this develop- 
ment around our reservoirs, and it is very attractive. 

Mrs. Powetu. We have here a natural area and there is to us a dis- 
tinction between an artificial and a natural type of recreation. 

Mr. Buroicr. I see your point completely. I also see the needs of 
millions of people for water. 

Mrs. Powe.u. We cannot disagree with you on that. 
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Mr. Borpicx. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Do you have no questions, Mr. Randall ? 

Mr. Ranpauw. I will just put it on the record. It would not be a 

uestion. There have been others in the process of interrogation who 
made a speech, and I will just make a speech for the record. ' 

[am going to suggest out our way we have found in the preservation 
of forts—and we do not have too much history, only three or four 
sites—we have found it is better to buy the land early before the costs 
go up, and then when money is available, complete the restoration. _ 

My position on this is going to be that steps be taken to make avail- 
able this land for whatever purposes, whether it be for a dam or power 
or for a reservoir, whatever the case may be. I just want that on the 
record. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. There are three people who are here from out of town, 
and we should like to ask them if they will come to the witness table 
en bloc, Mr. Adam J. Harsh, secretary, and Mr. John Frye, director, 
Williamsport C. & O. Canal Club of Williamsport, Md.; Judge 
George Henderson, representing the mayor and council of Cumber- 
land and the Cumberland Chamber of Commerce; Mr. Isaac T. Long, 
Oldtown Sportsmen Club and Western Maryland Wildlife Federation. 

I am just informed that Mr. Harsh and Mr. Frye were both here 
yesterday and were unable to return today, and we have their state- 
ments for the record. 

Without objection, the statements will be placed in the record. 

Is there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(Documents referred to follow.) 


WILLIAMSPORT C. & O. CANAL CLUB, INC., 
Williamsport, Md., March 21, 1959. 
Mrs. GRACIE PFosT, 
Congresswoman, Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak CONGRESSWOMAN Prost: For the past 2 years, the Williamsport C. & O. 
Canal Club, Inc., has been trying to establish proper legislation for the de- 
velopment of the C. & O. Canal as a historical park, under the direction of the 
National Park Service. 

At the second session of the 85th Congress, this club had representatives ap- 
pear at the hearings before your honorable committee, in favor of the bills then 
presented for the development. The membership of this club, which now rep- 
resents around 600 persons, representing thousands of people and organizations 
in this territory, does not want to consume your valuable time, repeating their 
support, but would again this year continue our support in the voluminous files 
which we gave your committee June 30, 1958, and are shown in serial No. 29 
hearings, starting with page 33. 

The supporters of our club last year favored the contents of bills S. 77 and 
H.R. 1145, naturally they would support H.R. 2331 which was presented by 
Representative John R. Foley, January 15, 1959. 

We appear here today as representatives of the Williamsport C. & O. Canal 
Club, Inc., Williamsport, Md., to continue their full support in favor of bills 
8. 77 and H.R. 2331. These are the same type of bills as were presented at the 
last session of Congress. 

In addition to the volume of letters of support as presented at the last hear- 
ings this club can add so far this year, the support from Governor Tawes of 
Maryland, Washington County Historical Society, State Senator Snyder, mayor 
and council of Sharpsburg, Md., Washington County commissioners, and others. 
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We appreciate your scheduling early hearings this year. Thanks for your 
past support and ask that you and your committee give these hearings a favor- 
able decision. 

Yours truly, 
ApaM J. Harsu, Secretary, 


GAPLAND, Mp., March 28, 1959. 
Hon. Mrs. GRACIE PFOST, 
Chairman, Subcommittee, Public Lands, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Hon. Mrs. Prost: This is to inform you that I favor legislation that 
will make the old C. & O. Canal a national historical park. I refer you to my 
statement before your committee last year in support of this park. 

The history of the Potomac River Valley and the Mideastern United States 
are closely related to and woven around the old C. & O. Canal. To preserve 
this old gateway to the West, for this and future generations to enjoy its his. 
torical as well as its recreational value, is a must as soon as possible. 

While spending much time along the canal this past year I have met and 
observed people from many points of the United States, hiking along the canal, 
studying and enjoying its historical features as well as enjoying the many things 
that nature has provided in the beauty of the Potomac River Valley. This 
legislation if passed will preserve this beauty and history for future genera. 
tions of this fast growing country of ours, so I urge that you will give the pro 
posed canal park bill before you affirmative and speedy action. 

Thanks for you time and consideration. 

Yours truly, 
JOHN C. Frys, 
Director, Williamsport C. € O. Canal Club, Williamsport, Md. 


Mrs. Prost. You may proceed first, Judge Henderson. 


STATEMENT OF JUDGE GEORGE HENDERSON, REPRESENTING THE 
MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF CUMBERLAND AND THE CUMBERLAND 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Henperson. I represent, as Madam Chairman said, the chamber 
of commerce, the city of Cumberland, and the county commissioners. 
I have letters from those, but I am not going to bother to file them. 

All of those organizations and the great sentiment in Allegheny 
County, where I live, is in favor of this park. 

There are a number of bills now. I am not familiar with the one 
introduced by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. I have read the 
two introduced by Congressman Foley and I do not want to get into 
any discussion of that. 

I simply want tosay that we are in favor of this park. 

I spoke before the committee last August, I believe it was. Since 
then, I have had an opportunity to read the record, and I am even 
more puzzled than I was then at the opposition to the bill or to the 
general bill. It seems to me that the rights of the public power people 
are perfectly protected. We feel that the park should come and should 
come now. 

Reference has been made to the engineers’ report. If questions are 
asked me, I may have to answer like the Colonel did yesterday, that 
he did not know. On the other hand, I am not going to say that if 
you give me more money and more time I may be able to find them 
out. 

I do want to point out several things that seem to me to be very 
peculiar. 
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We have had the Army engineers for I do not know how many 

ears on this Potomac River basin. They came in with a report which 
was not acceptable. 

We now have this situation. There were 14 dams recommended in 
that report. Now, the engineers say four of them are not necessary. 
Those are the four that would have flooded out between Harpers 
Ferry and Cumberland a great part of the C. & O. Canal. So that 
we have out of the way all together public power or private power. 
We have no question about that part of the river from Harpers 
Ferry on up. ‘ 

There is no reason from the standpoint of the engineers why that 
cannot be turned into a park and improved as a park, at the present 
time. Lat) 

There was testimony, I think, in the record, about a high dam or a 
dam at Riverbend. And there was some talk about the cost of it, 
which was to have been—well at any rate they talked about $65 million. 
Iam not sure about that, but that was my recollection. 

That would have been a high dam or a dam that would have 
solved the problem of the water supply in Washington until the year 
9020. Itissoshown in the record. 

And after 2020, they would have had to have two more moderate 
sized dams to carry it on. 

That is in the record at page 142. And that seems to have been a 
study which was approved by the Army Engineers. 

Now the Colonel yesterday did not seem to have much information 
about the high dam, but certainly there is all the information in his 
office. 

What has puzzled me and has puzzled the gentleman from Pennsy]l- 
vania is why they should not start here where the need is and then 
work upward. Instead of that, the Army Engineers, resizing their 
14-dam plan, have now come up with a tentative plan which they 
have approved. ‘They now abandon the four dams in the river, and 
any of you who have been up that far in the river would know it is a 
very poor part of the river to put dams. 

There is one dam there anyhow, one of the old canal dams. 

Now they come in with the approval of three dams on the head- 
waters of the Potomac. One of those dams was recommended as part 
of the original 14. That was called the Bloomington Dam, referred 
to yesterday as the Bloomington Dam on the North Branch. They 
now recommend in addition to that a dam which would be further up 
on a tributary—Stoney River. In other words, their recommenda- 
tions now put two dams on the North Branch of the Potomac, above 
Bloomington. 

In addition to that, they put a dam on the Savage River. It is 
called Savage River Dam No. 2. And the only excuse I heard given 
for that yesterday was that it would provide good drinking water. 
That statement was made by the gentleman beside the Colonel, Mr. 
Birrell. 

Savage River is a rather small stream, one dam is there already, one 
of the storage dams, to help avert floods in that part and which pro- 
vides water for the towns below it. 

y a $10 million dam is to be put above that, there was no ex- 
planation that was given to me yesterday. 
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Possibly you gentlemen would like to know the cost of those three 
dams whic ‘+h it was admitted would only add a small amount to Wash- 
ington’s water supply. According to the statements made by the 
Army Engineers at Annapolis the other day, the first two dams, that 
is on the North Branch of the Potomac and on Stoney River, which 
flows into the North Branch of the Potomac, would cost an estimated 
$60 million to $70 million. 

The third reservoir, that is the one above the dam on Savage River, 
would cost about $10 million. 

So we see that under this further investigation the Army is not ina 
position now to recommend anything about dams down here, al- 
though we did learn that a dam at Riverbend would cost in the neigh- 
borhood of $70 million. They now go way up the river and recom- 
mend three dams—and the North Branch is a considerable size, Say- 
age River is a tiny little stream—and they now recommend those three 
dams at a cost of approximately $70 million to $80 million. 

If that is the kind of a survey that is to be made, and if we should 
have to wait and Washington has to wait for needed w: ater supply for 
all this improvement up the river, what is W: ashineton going to do! 

It seems to me that the Engineers should report on the need and 
feasibility of a dam down here. 

I am very much interested in the parkway—in the park, not the 
parkway, so to speak. 

On the other hand, I will freely admit if a high dam is necessary 
or a low dam, whic h will flood out part of the canal, then I feel we 
could not in fairness stand in the way of that. 

I want to distinguish between a ‘dam down here that is necessary 
for the Washington water supply system and a dam down here, the 
main purpose of which would be to supply the coopel ratives with 
cheap power. They have electricity and it is very fine for them to 
get it at a cheaper rate. But I do not think that the park should be 
held up in that sort of a dispute nor should a dam be built here 
— it is necessary for the water of the Washington supply system. 

I do not know that I want to talk any longer except to say—I 
spoke down here the last time—the canal, there is no plan to operate 
it as a canal. It would be improved in ‘ph: uces Where it can be im- 
proved and water let into it. 

I referred last time and showed the group here some pictures of 
what has been done by a little organization which my colleague here 
represents, and it shows the use “of a portion of the canal. It was 
practically a dry bed. They arranged to turn some water into it, 
to repair the locks sufficiently to hold water, not so they would work 
as locks, but so they would hold water. There is about 4 miles there 
that have been improved at very little expense. 

I do not want to go into the question as to whether or not you 
should prevent the improvement of the 35 miles. I do not think any 
great amount of money would be involved in that. The park service 
has estimated for the improvement of the whole part of the canal, 
I think, under $2 million, for the improvement, of the canal itself, 
its restoration. So that the park in the 35 miles would not be 4 
great deal of that. It would not cost very much. 

But I do object very decidedly to this proposition being held up 
for further survey by the Army engineers when in their own records 
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they show that a dam down here will take care of the water supply 
system of Washington until 2020. That is in their own records. 

“I will be very glad to try to answer any questions. I am some- 
what familiar with the history of the canal because my grandfather 
came to Cumberland as an engineer on it and my uncle was superin- 
tendent of it. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Long, will you now give us your statement ? 


STATEMENT OF ISAAC T. LONG, OLDTOWN SPORTSMEN’S CLUB AND 
WESTERN MARYLAND WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Lone. Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, at 
a general membership meeting of the Western Maryland Wildlife 
Federation held on March 17, 1959, I was appointed by Mr. Herbert L. 
Knepp, president, to represent this organization at the hearing on 
TLR. 2331 and H.R. 5194 relating to the establishment of the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and Parkway. 

Twenty-four of the thirty member clubs, having a total membership 
of 5.000, were represented by delegates at this meeting; and following 
the presentation by President Knepp of a letter from the Oldtown 
Sportsmen’s Club regarding these bills, voted unanimously to lend 
their full support to this proposed legislation and to urge your honor- 
able committee to vote favorably so that it might be enacted as 
speedily as possible during this session of the 86th Congress. 

May I call to your attention the fact that the Western Maryland 
Wildlife Federation, whose members are citizens of Allegheny, Gar- 
rett, and Washington Counties in Maryland, did not endorse the leg- 
islation for the establishment of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park as presented in the 85th Congress without 
amendment, but are now heartily in favor of both H.R. 2331 and 
H.R. 5194 as they stand. 

I should like to express the appreciation of the Western Maryland 
Wildlife Federation for your courtesy, and our hopeful anticipation 
of your favorable consideration of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park and Parkway. 

(Attachment follows.) 


WESTERN MARYLAND WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
MEMBER CLUBS 


Upper Potomac Rod & Gun Club, Westernport, Md. 

Eckhart Square Circle Club, Eckhart Mines, Md. 

Dogwood Flat Hunting & Fishing Club, Barton, Md. 

Allegany Sportman's Club, Mount Savage, Md. 

Oldtown Sportman’s Club, Oldtown, Md. 

Finzel Rod & Gun Club, R.F.D., Frostburg, Md. 

Barrelville Rod & Gun Club, Mount Savage, Md. 

Allegany & Garrett Sportman’s Association, Frostburg, Md. 
Maple Shade Farmer’s & Sportman’s Association, R.F.D., Keyser, W. Va. 
Cumberland Outdoor Club, Cumberland, Md. 

Corriganville Rod & Gun Club, Corriganville, Md. 

Cassolman Valley Sportman’s Association, Grantsville, Md. 
Lonaconing Outdoors Man Club, Lonaconing, Md. 

District 19, Shaft Rod & Gun Club, Shaft, Md. 

Southend Rod & Gun Club, Cumberland, Md. 

Farmers Wildlife Association of Asher Glade, Friendsville, Md. 
Midland Sportman’s Club, Midland, Md. 
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Allegany Beagle Club, Cumberland, Md. 

Queen City Bird Dog Club, Cumberland, Md. 
Piney Run Gun Club, Flintstone, Md. 

Haystack Mountain Rod & Gun Club, LaVale, Md. 
Klondyke Valley Rod & Gun Club, R.F.D., Frostburg, Md. 
Indian Springs Hunt Club, Hancock, Md. 

Beaver Lodge Club, Hancock, Md. 

Round Top Hunting Club, Hancock, Md. 

Sideling Hill Gun Club, R.F.D., Hancock, Md. 
Tonoloway Rod & Gun Club, Hancock, Md. 
Cumberland Bow Hunters, Cumberland, Md. 
Funkstown Rod & Gun Club, Funkstown, Md. 
TriTowns Archery Club, Westernport, Md. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utiman. I want to commend the gentlemen on their concise 
statements. 

First, Judge, you have no objection to either of the Foley bills, 
either 2331 or 5149, is that right ? 7 

Mr. Henperson. I would prefer the first one. The second seems to 
me to bring in some other bureaus and I am not sure that is at all 
necessary. 

I have not read the bill of the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Utitman. It is the same as 2331. 

Mr. Sartor. No. 

Mr. Henperson. Was that similar to the bill last year that was 
passed in the Senate ? 

Mr. Saywor. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. Excuse me. Except your bill does not have 

Mr. Sayzor. Mine is a poor, unadulterated version. It just estab- 
lishes a Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park without 
any appendages of any sort, make, or description. 

Mr. Utiman. But the gentleman would agree I speak correctly 
that his bill is not the same as the bill that passed the Senate last year. 

Mr. Sartor. No, sir. 

Mr. ULLMAN. 2331 is the same as passed the Senate last year. 

Mr. Saytor. That is right. 

Mr. Utitman. Judge, I am a little bit confused as regards your posi- 
tion. The reason that the upstream river is being studied 1s the fact 
that over in the Senate, Senator Beall, I understand, and other Sen- 
ators said that the Army would not use these funds to study the down- 
stream part. They were earmarked for upstream study, which I 
oppose very strongly. I think the whole river should be studied. Also 
the record last year clearly shows on questioning the Army engineers, 
the $200,000 authorized was totally inadequate to go ahead with the 
study. So we cannot blame all of this on the Corps of Engineers. 
The problem was they were not given enough money and the funds 
were earmarked and many of us oppose that. 

Mr. Henverson. Mr. Congressman, when you had a very complete 
study made back in 1946, ought it to cost so much money to make 
revisions of that and should it take as long to revise it? 

Now, they have revised it and thrown out four dams. sie 

Mr. Uttman. Unfortunately, this is true. They are studying it 
constantly due to changing situations and changing concepts of devel- 
opment, changing analysis of growth factor of the area, the need. 
If only our foresight was as good as our hindsight, we would be in 
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pretty good shape. But, unfortunately, this is not true with engineers 
any more than it 1s true with the rest of us. 

r. Henverson. I did not want to give you the impression I was 
objectin toany study. I am objecting to delay on this simple propo- 
sition of a park to enable them to complete their study. I have no 
objection—I think there could be no great objection to saying do not 
spend too much money on this section until the study is completed. 

Mr. Untman. It seems to me your argument would lead you, how- 
ever, to supporting 5194 rather than the other bill because it does give 
us a park unrestricted, the total land, except for this particular area 
that would be inundated by a high dam in case the report decided it 
was necesary for the future development of the area. As I under- 
stand your testimony, this was what you want, a park. 

Mr. Henperson. We want a park. 

Mr. Uniman. But as it is, you feel that a high dam, due to the 
studies that were made, will probably be necessary, and it seems to me 
this is what 5194 gives you. 

Mr. Henverson. That is right, sir. I have no objection. 

Mr. Utiman. As far as you are concerned, that is fine. Mr. Long, 
now, you support 5194 also, is that correct? 

Mr. Lona. Yes; and 2331. 

Mr. Uriman. And you understand the proposition in 5194, that 
it does authorize the park, set up the park unrestricted full length, 
except for the immediate reservoir area of the Riverbend Dam, should 
the Corps of Engineers in 3 years determine it is necessary for this 
area. 

Mr. Lone. That is right. 

Mr. Uttman. And you support that concept ? 

Mr. Lone. That is right. 

Mr. Uttman. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. Judge Henderson, it is always a pleasure to reverse 
the position I have been in so many times before. Other times, so 
many times, the judge has been up here and I have been one of the 
poor, unfortunates down below. 

Mr. Henverson. I know how you feel, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Judge, you were here yesterday and heard the Army 
Engineers admit something which some of us have been trying to 
tails out for a long time—that they never approved this 1946 plan 
that everybody is hanging their hat on. It finally came too late. I 
tried to get them to admit it last year in the hearings, but it was im- 
possible. Maybe the colonel, at this time, did not know. But now 
we suddenly discover that the Army Engineer’s plan of 1946 was so 
fantastic that even the Army Engineers, the greatest dam builders ir 
the world could not buy it and it was turned down completely. 

Mr. Henperson. You know what run of mine coal is. What is run 
of the river dam ? 

Mr. Sartor. Run of the river dam, as near as I can determine, is 
that they do not try to stop it at all. Run of the river dam is best 
expressed by the use that the Army makes of dams where they have 

In other words, so that you have a spillway the entire width 
of the river. It is an obstacle in the river. But what good it would 
do, I do not know, unless they intend to start here somewhere above 
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the Chain Bridge and put a series of dams the whole way up, or put 
a canal or revitalize the canal and use it. 

I thought maybe the Army Engineers, in their original plan, must 
have been trying to figure out a way of getting a ‘little coal from 
Cumberland down to W ashington and using the canal to do it. That 
is the only purpose I know they could use a run of the river dam for. 

I appreciate the fact that you have c ‘alled to our attention the in. 
consistencies of the Army Engineers, and I certainly think that the 
statement that was made by the colonel yesterday, should have been 

rather disheartening to the folks who are going to appear as the next 
witnesses, the public power advocates, that if you are going to build a 
dam just above Great Falls, this Big Bend Dam, that you cannot use 
it for both domestic water and for power, and if it becomes necessary 
to build such a dam that the Army Engineers concept of it would be 
that it would only be used for domestic consumption. 

I have yet to hear, and I would like to know whether anybody up 
in your section of the country would object to a dam being built if it 
becomes necessary to supply water to Washington in the future, if 
the people up in your area would object to such a dam being built, 

Mr. Henperson. I do not think there could be any objection, I 
think they would not object. I put it that way. They certainly 
would not object, that is to supply Washington with water, 

On the other hand, to supply—and one “of my very good Army 
friends is sitting back there from the Eastern Shore with one of the 
co-ops—I think they would object if it was simply ‘ give the East- 
ern Shore and various cooperatives electric power at a cheaper rate 
than the average person enjoys. 

Mr. Sayor. ~ Judge, if you will take that testimony of last years’ 
hearings: Because of the increased value in lands, the increased cost of 
construc tion, the price of power becomes more than they are now buy- 
ing it at from the Potomac Electric; and the heads of the co- ops very 
frankly admit they were not interested in that power. It is not Gov- 
ernment power they are interested in, it is not public power they are 
interested in, it is cheap power. And if the power that would be pro- 
duced at that dam were to cost more than they were presently paying, 
they very frankly admit they do not want any of it. 

I would like to ask Mr. Long, your organization has taken a rather 
unusual position, Mr. Long. These two bills of Mr. Foley’s which you 
endorse as they now stand, are very consistent. 

Since you endorse both of them, that is like trying to be on both 
sides of the fence at the same time. 

Mr. Henperson. May I answer that, because I happen to endorse 
your bill. I would have no objection to your bill or any of them. 
They all create the park. 

I think Congressman Foley has changed his bill to meet some of the 
objections, and yet the people whose objections he tried to meet are 
still objecting to any park whatever at this time. 

Mr. Saytor. To be very frank, Judge, I can tell you I would like 
to see the original bill that was introduced be the one that is passed. 
[ am perfectly willing to accept the change that exists between the 
bill I put in and whie +h was put in the S Senate last year and what Mr. 
Foley has in his H.R. 2331. 
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But the bill that he has introduced, H.R. 5194 is completely un- 
acceptable to me because, I will be very frank with you, it has a great 
deal more far-reaching effect than the C. & O. Canal. 

This bill has been drawn up by people who have been trying for 
years to find out how to get into national parks. They have never 
been able to. omy OT 

I cannot help that the Congress, in its wisdom in the past in setting 
aside national park areas happens to have included some areas that 
might make good dam sites. That is completely beside the point. 
They were established under the concept of the original act of 1916, 
which says that where there exists an area of historic importance or 
of such beauty that it should be retained in its natural state, Congress 
ean set it aside as a national park. 

Mr. Uttman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sayvor. Yes. 

Mr. Urrman. The purpose of H.R. 5194 is the reverse of what the 
gentleman says. Under H.R. 5194 we will not have to go in and take 
over part of a national park. We are looking ahead a few years. 

If you pass your bill and the Corps of Engineers decided we needed 
a high dam, then we would have to make the fight you suggest, we 
would have to break open a national historical park to do it. 

Mr. Saytor. This is the diabolical fifth column that is being set up. 
This is the fifth column technique which Mr. Franco made so popular 
in recent years. It is nothing new. This is just being the old wolf 
in new clothing. 

Mr. Fotey. Madam Chairman, in view of the fact that I am the 
sponsor of H.R. 5194 may I place in the record at this point that 
it was not my intention, overtly or covertly to engage in fifth-column 
activities under any circumstances. I want the record to show that. 

I thank you, Madam Chairman, for the opportunity to make that 
statement. 

Mr. Sartor. So, Mr. Long, you have placed us in a rather unusual 
position here with two bills that are completely inconsistent. 

Mr. Lone. Mr. Congressman, we did not have too much time to 
get these letters written up and get them in here, and I was not too 
familiar with that last bill when they were written up and I do not 
think the organizations were too familiar with it but they voted on 
it at the last moment in order to get something in here to support 
the C. & O. Canal part, and they thought that they were doing the 
right thing. 

Mr. Sartor. In other words, I am not trying to say that you were 
not trying to do the right thing. I think you see what kind of a 
position you place us in, in saying that you were in favor of both 
of them. 

I would appreciate it very much, Madam Chairman, if Mr. Long 
and the Western Maryland Wildlife Federation could be given the 
opportunity to go back and take a look at these two bills and decide 
which horse they are going to ride. 

Mrs. Prosr. Would that be possible? 

Mr. Lone. I do not think so. They will not meet for another 3 
months. 

Mr. Savor. Do you not have on execrtive committee ? 

Mr. Lone. Not at present. I do not think they function. 
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Mr. Uttman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Saywor. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. I think that the gentleman and the association did 
the right thing. There is no fundamental difference between these 
bills. You want a C. & O. Canal national historical park. That js 
what you want; is it not, sir? 

Mr. Lone. That is what we want. 

Mr. Utiman. And that is what I want. What you have advocated 
is the best way of getting the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
Historical Park, and I think you did exactly the right thing. 

Mr. Lona. In the beginning, Mr. Congressman, they did not en. 
dorse the bill at all. At the other hearings they did not endorse it, 
I think we are very fortunate we got them to this time—that many 
organizations, representing 5,000 people. i 

Mr. Uttman. [commend you. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from North Dakota, Mr. Burdick. 

Mr. Burpics. I think the ground has been pretty well covered, 
we I would like to ask the judge a question because I am also a 
awyer. 

Mr. Henverson. [I hope it is not about water rights. 

Mr. Burpicx. As I understand, you want a park development along 
the canal ? 

Mr. Henperson. Yes. 

Mr. Burpicx. And if the Army Engineers found that the city of 
Washington and the area surrounding it were in need of water and the 
best way to provide that water was through a reservoir along 35 miles 
of that river, you would have no objection if that were done? 

Mr. Henverson. I hope it will not be necessary, but certainly that 
is correct. We cannot deprive Washington of its opportunity to get 
a good supply of water. 

Mr. Burpickx. And you understand, if that happens, there would 
still be 140 miles of canal left over for other development. Would that 
meet with your approval if that were the finding of the Army Engi- 
neers ? 

Mr. Henperson. I would have to say Washington is entitled to 
water even though it costs us 35 miles of 40 miles. 

Mr. Burpicx. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your very fine 
statements. 

We have one person who cannot come back I understand, and that is 
Mr. Albert K. Herling, the chairman of the Potomac River Develop- 
ment Association. You may proceed, Mr. Herling. 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT K. HERLING, CHAIRMAN, POTOMAC RIVER 
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


(Mr. Herling submitted the following statement :) 


STATEMENT BY ALBERT K. HERLING, CHAIRMAN, POTOMAC RIVER DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


My name is Albert K. Herling, and I am chairman of the Potomac River De- 
velopment Association. Last year, I had the opportunity to present testimony on 
behalf of approximately 150,000 members of the organized labor movement who 
live, work, and play in the Metropolitan Washington area. 
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The organization in whose behalf I appear today is the newly organized 
potomac River Development Association. It is made up of individuals and 
organizations who want to do what they can to bring about full development of 
the river’s resources for the greatest benefit of the greatest number of people in 
the Potomac River Basin. In other words, we seek full and comprehensive 
development of all the river’s resources. Our association is just a few weeks 
old, and its office has been open for about 2 weeks. _W e have only begun to 
embark on our somewhat ambitious program of education and to solicit support 
for a program which, in our opinion, will find popular support among the 
general population in the Potomac River Basin and elsewhere. In no yay were 
we organized to either support or oppose Chesapeake and Ohio Park legislation. 

We believe that each man, woman, and child in the Potomac River Basin has 
a stake in this river and in the way in which it is utilized. In a sense, too, the 
entire Nation has a stake in multiple-purpose development of the Potomac, for 
comprehensive planning could produce a striking showcase for the world— 
symbolizing how a democracy uses its resources. The existence, at present, of a 
cesspool in the backyard of the Nation’s Capital is hardly symbolic either of 
national self-respect, or an indication of genuine concern for the health of the 
people. Most certainly it is not an acceptable advertisement to present to the 
visitors from many lands who come to this center of freedom. 

With the application of intelligence to our concern for the needs of the people 
and of the Capital City as the most important center of democratic freedom, we 
can have a river with clean water flowing regularly, with regional protection 
from future floods, ample provision for inevitable future water supply needs, and 
opportunity for recreation for the many. There would also be preservation of 
historic sites and literally dozens and dozens of miles of tranquility and beauty, 
where those of great esthetic sensibility who can afford the time may revive them- 
selves in the contemplation of nature. 

I, too, might wish that we could revert to the more bucolic existence of past 
centuries. But time most surely will not permit this, for it has presented us with 
complex and massive problems which need immediate resolution. Our 20th 
century water gets filthier each passing day. Our 20th century population grows 
by leaps and bounds, with leisure time that didn’t exist a few decades ago. This 
addition of hundreds of thousands means more water must be assured: safe and 
clean water. And the 20th century has brought countless other demands on 
our basin. Water has always been the most important asset of all civilizations, 
and past, present, and future decades place a high premium on water. It must 
be handled properly, for the greatest benefit of the greatest number. 

You have before you H.R. 953, which gives no recognition to the importance 
of comprehensive development. It does not even acknowledge the possibility of 
multiple-purpose activity, as does H.R. 2331, itself an ineffective proposal. This 
bill, H.R. 953, would—in the name of preservation and history—gag the present 
and cripple the future of our region. The Potomac River Basin would be 
victimized by history, rather than be history’s master. 

Those who seek enactment of H.R. 953 or H.R. 2331 seek single-purpose 
development. And these same groups felt that a phrase at the conclusion of 
single-purpose development legislation, at the last session of Congress, was 
sufficient unto the day. This is, and was, neither a sound nor a fair conclusion: 
nor was it in any sense of the word a “compromise”. Why? Because general 
reservations such as that of H.R. 2331 have proved useless in the past. Last year 
the cases of Dinosaur Monument and Rocky Mountain National Park were shown 
as Cases in point. 

We need but look at an older question—that of Glacier View Dam in Montana— 
to get further perspective on the realities of such reservations. The law creating 
the park (36 Stat. 354, approved May 11, 1910) has a reservation clause perhaps 
even more specific than the one found in H.R. 2381 “that the United States 
Reclamation Service may enter upon and utilize for flowage or other purposes 
any area within said park which may be necessary for the development and 
maintenance of a Government reclamation project: * * *” 

Congressional intent, clearly stated in that clause, was deliberately ignored and 
the will of Congress frustrated by opponents of multiple-purpose development in 
the next five decades, even though the Glacier View site was repeatedly recom- 
mended for water storage in subsequent years. 

We realize that the very act of designating any land as a national park may 
be the basis for similar tactics and lack of good faith in the future, here in the 
Potomac Basin. But we believe a middleground is needed, and we feel the 
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reserved 30- or 35-mile strip is quite fair as a middleground between those who 
would seek a dam, regardless of the park, and those who would seek a park 
regardless of a dam. We favor H.R. 5194 because it can support a multiple. 
purpose approach. It is certainly not an “all or nothing” attitude. 

Congressman Foley’s bill H.R. 5194 is in our opinion a statesmanlike approach 
It is rational and conciliatory. Only those overwhelmed by their own high- 
pitched emotional attachment to a single idea are incapable of appreciating this 
obviously reasonable proposal. 

Perhaps they feel that inventiveness of the sort displayed at Glacier View 
and elsewhere will not be enough if H.R. 5194 is passed. They are correct 
This bill will not be subject to unilateral interpretation resulting in ignoring 
congressional intent. 

In connection with Glacier View, in December of 1951, Park Service Director 
Conrad Wirth gave his reasons why the intent of the 1910 clause has been 
disregarded, and I quote: 

“In addition to the basic 1916 national park legislation, to which I have re. 
ferred the Federal Power Act of 1935 specifically precludes the use of the na- 
tional parks for power usage under that act.” [Emphasis supplied. | 

This was in a letter to the Northwest Public Power Association, who had asked 
why a specific reservation had apparently been willfully neglected. This state 
ment also contains what might be considered a plain misrepresentation of fact. 
with an importance to the present Chesapeake and Ohio Park matter which 
should be kept in mind. The 1935 act applied to private interests—stopping the 
issuance of licenses for private dams in the public parks. It most certainly 
did not say that federally financed multiple-purpose development such as that 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers for Glacier View, was prohibited. I 
should also add that Mr. Wirth began the above letter by underlining the word 
“reclamation,” presumably implying that power development (even before crea- 
tion of the Federal Power Commission) was outlawed for eternity. 

This matter of legislation barring or not barring multiple-purpose develop- 
ment is crucial to the matter before you. In his letter regarding Glacier View. 
Mr. Wirth said that national park legislation and the Federal Power Act of 1985 
nullified or canceled out the Glacier View reservation clause. This same argu- 
ment may be used in future years. It will not even have to be used if H.R. 953 
is passed, legislation which is even a step backward from H.R. 2331. But it will 
most certainly be used if H.R. 2331 is enacted. 

The language in H.R. 5194, we trust, will keep open the door to future multiple- 
purpose legislation which will have such a tremendous impact for good on the 
people of the river basin. And we hope that it is specific enough to withstand, 
in future months, the onslaughts of those whose past record of accomplishments 
includes a studied disregard of the intent of Congress which, in this instance, 
also seeks answers to other critical needs, especially pollution abatement, water 
supply, and recreation. 

H.R. 5194 has two major points which distinguish it from last year’s pro- 
posals: First, a strip of about 30 or 35 miles is directed to remain unimproved 
until the current study of the Corps of Engineers is completed—no later rhan 
3 years from now—and submitted to Congress. Second, the District of Columbia 
and Corps of Engineers are to be consulted so that improvements in the park may 
proceed with dispatch without constituting a bar to possible multiple-purpose 
development. 

The canal is over 180 miles in length, mind you, paralleling virtually all of 
the Potomac River. The specific segment reserved in H.R. 5194 would apply to 
less than one-fifth the total length. As to the 3-year stipulation, this short 
period would not appear to interfere with even the most elaborate of Park 
Service plans for the length of the Potomac River. And we would expect that 
the Service would readily plan for any contingency or eventuality. Furthermore, 
the District of Columbia and the Corps of Engineers are the most responsible 
and directly concerned agencies when it comes to providing for the water needs 
of our metropolitan region. I feel strongly that attempts to exclude and thereby 
ignore the best suggestions and advice of any group of recognized experts is not 
only a dangerous posture to assume but deprives the people of the advice ant 
counsel of the very experts they employ. This legislation brings these agencies 
in on the consultative level; this is only right and proper. 

In describing and discussing this legislation, however, we must not neglect 
the vital purposes of the legislation: the needs of the people of Washington, DC., 
and the needs of the people in nearby Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania, and 
West Virginia. 
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The vast and impelling need for pollution abatement is, by far, the most grave 
yroblem we face locally. Its dimensions were outlined ably in last year’s 

ee on 8. 77 and H.R. 1145, and you have heard them discussed earlier this 

To quote the official, authoritative Wolman report: , ; 

“Nevertheless, in the light of the rapidly expanding metropolitan population 

d the accompanying increase in wastes, a great deal of additional work must 
= e if the potential esthetic and recreational values of the Potomac River 
oo be fully realized. Various methods of attaining this objective are set 
ae 1 this report. They all depend first on finding a solution of the problem 
forth re nd “the large Riverbend Reservoir should by all means be constructed, 
< et Seieetion for the purpose of purifying the river and preventing its de- 
eames in Washington should be recognized as one of the reservoir’s major 

. ” 
Saat the better reports on pollution abatement needs has been made by a 
unit of the Izaak Walton League, whose opposition to multiple-parpose develop- 
ment of the Potomac was voiced last year. In its report to the 1958 national 
convention, the report of the Potomac River Pollution ¢ ommittee of the Izaak 
Walton League of America says that the main causes of pollution problems are 
siltation and faulty land practices upstream. I his tends to support the expert 
Wolman report. The league group, on page 2 of the report, says that “public 
officials are gradually becoming ‘sold’ on the idea of a regional approach to common 
» 99 
TT aesectation is in full agreement. Regional development: and basinwide 
development. All of this the Izaak Walton study wants, and it lists three steps: 
“(1) Control upland erosion and raw sewage siltation, then remove the 
maximum amount of organic matter before releasing the residue into open 
water. pen aes 
“(2) Regulate water flow. Maintain a constant supply of diluting water 
day by day, flood or drought. : 
“(3) Pipe the effluent from the plants to a body of water of sufficient 
volume to dilute to approved purity.” 

Both the first and second steps would be readily and effectively made real with 
a multiple-purpose storage reservoir to regulate the water flow and to control and 
capture silt. No other solution has been suggested. Incidentally, such capture 
would continue efficiently for a thousand years or so, according to Dr. Wolman. 

The polluted waters of the Potomac are a disgrace They have halted recrea- 
tion improvement, and will continue todo so. They are a health menace. Those 
who would disregard the No. 1 problem of pollution in their desire for single 
purpose development must bear the blame for consequences, just as the people and 
their governments will bear the costs of massive future burdens which will come 
if the river basin is undeveloped. 

Water supply, too, may not be important to those who seek only a trail of 
180-plus miles which can be hiked by those of sufficient independent means to 
equip themselves for the hike and absent themselves from work. But it is impor- 
tant to our people. By 1970 flows of more than twice the recorded minimum 
flow will be needed, according to the Corps of Engineers. A quadrupling of that 
minimum will be needed by the year 2000. This fact alone should suffice to con- 
vince those of limited views and concerns. 

Removing the menace of potential floods is an essential need. A water storage 
reservoir at Riverbend, we are told by experts, would have cut more than 7 feet 
off the crest of the 1936 flood. Upstream zoning cannot stave off floods. Melting 
snow and heavy rains will totally disregard such conservation measures, wise 
though they are. I am reluctantly forced to assume that those who have the 
time and circumstances to walk the long route to Cumberland do not live in 
the flood plain, and apparently feel that anybody who does should move out. 
Such an approach verges on the arrogant, unintended though it may be. When 
the costs of moving and rebuilding are considered, and the fact that the bulk of 
our populations are not as mobile as they themselves would like is recognized, 
a such prevention of flood suffering without flood control is patently a poor 
joke. 

Hydroelectric power and the regional ecohomy must also be considered from 
the point of view of the many, rather than the few. Lower electric rates which 
come from “yardstick” competition on the part the Federal Government will be 


vastly more important to the hundreds of thousands who pay their monthly bills 
carefully and with an eye to each cent. 
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Of the several remaining multiple-purpose demands and needs the most out: 
standing is recreation. Here again we must consider the needs of the thon. 
sands, and not of the tens, especially when the needs of the tens, the solitary 
hikers, are amply met up and down the river. 

The finest statement of recreational needs of the area’s people has been mnade 
by Associate Justice William O. Douglas of the United States Supreme Cour, 
Justice Douglas, so widely respected and honored, I must hasten to add, jg 
vigorously opposed to our approach to multiple-purpose development, and we 
want to make it perfectly clear we are not seeking to associate his name with 
our program or our goals. Justice Douglas is the dominant figure identifieg 
with an historic walk along the Potomac, the purpose of which was to prevent 
the construction of a superhighway which would have resulted in the complete 
elimination of the historic C. & O. Canal. I was one of the great multitude of 
people who felt that the Justice was performing a public service in his dramatic 
effort. I am sure, having read much that the Justice has written, that he would 
undoubtedly understand and appreciate our motives, though withholding agree 
ment with them. 

He has made a statement which we believe reflects our own hopes and thoge 
of the communities in the river basin. Written by an accomplished writer 
seeking to help the thousands, if not the millions, caught up in the pressures 
of 20th century urban life, Justice Douglas cries out for recognition of the fruits 
of a multiple-purpose development program applied to the Potomac River 
Basin. 

A booklet entitled “Potomae Playlands--A Guide to Vacationing in the Poto. 
mac River Valley” was published in 1957 by the Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin, containing this foreword by Justice Douglas. It is a most 
poignant plea for comprehensive, regional, basinwide, multiple-purpose develop. 
ment. To assert this in view of our previous description of Justice Douglas’ 
position may seem paradoxical. For this reason, I have taken the liberty of 
emphasizing certain portions of the foreword by italicizing particular phrases 
which give substance to our viewpoint : 


FOREW ORD 


“Two years ago I hiked the length of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal witha 
group of friends. It was a Gandhian protest against the conversion of a Strip 
of wilderness area into a superhighway. The protest was successful. The 
National Park Service has happily recommended that the canal be converted 
into a National Historic Park. 

“The recreational use of the canal and its towpath has grown greatly in 
recent years. This strip and the nearby river are attracting hundreds of hikers, 
picnickers, boaters, fishermen, and others who come to see the flowers and 
varied birdlife. This trend will continue as more families settle in Metropolitan 
Washington. The strains of crowded urban life and the desire for fresh air 
and relaration will take them outdoors to local parks, playgrounds, and water- 
courses. 

“The canal, Rock Creek Park, Sugar Loaf Mountain, and the Appalachian 
Trail are only a fraction of the recreational features of the Potomac water 
shed. As Potomac Playlands brings out, the Federal Government and the four 
basin States have wisely set aside extensive areas in the cooler, more rugged 
and heavily forested ridge and mountain country for the pleasure of the basin’s 
men, women, and children. 

“Not enough people are sufficiently acquainted with these public reservations 
to appreciate the advantages they offer for richer living. This booklet has been 
prepared to fill this gap. The booklet does more than that. By calling atten 
tion to the recreational and wildlife resources of this area, this brochure can 
help all to understand better why the full development of the Potomac River, 
its tributaries, and its watersheds is necessary if our needs for tomorrow as well 
as today are to be satisfied. Work has already begun on a master plan for 
bringing the Potomac Basin’s water resources into full production. This plan 
will consider ridding the river of pollution, improving the agricultural and forest 
lands, and controlling the amount and quality of the river’s flow and the siltt- 
tion of the reservoirs that are needed to supply the metropolitan region with 
drinking water. That is one phase of the problem. Another includes the rectet 
tional and wildlife resources of the basin. 

“Our present provisions for recreational areas around Washington, D.C., are 
far too meager. First of all, there are not enough play spaces around the city. 
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We are short of public ponds, of lakes, and of other desirable waters for human 
yse or for the sheltering of waterfowl. Such waters are virtually nonexistent 
in the places where most of the people live and where the demand is critical. 
Moreover, we are short of good camp sites that have clean water supplies. 

“Potomac Playlands tells us what recreational and wildlife assets we have 
and how we can make better use of them. It also helps us gage our future needs. 

“we need a Potomac River Basin whose resources for health, spiritual nourish- 
ment, and — are as adequately provided for as our facilities for 

é. 
pare ween WILLIAM O. DovuGLas. 

Mr. Hertinc. Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: 

Madam Chairman, if there is any time left, and I am to be questioned, 
I guess we had better get to it. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Uttman. What organization do you represent ? 

Mr. Hertinc. The Potomac River Development Association. 

Mr. Uttman. And when was this organized ? 

Mr. Herrina. It was organized several weeks ago by a group of 
citizens in the area as a nonprofit educational organization. It is not 
incorporated. 

Mr. Uttman. Do you have a list of its officers ? 

Mr. Heriinc. We have a bare minimum of officers at the present 
time. The understanding was that as the organization grew, the 
board of directors would have to be enlarged to make it representative 
of those who constituted the membership. 

Mr. Uttman. In other words, you are just an organization of people 
associated through no special interest. Are there any groups in par- 
ticular sponsoring you ¢ 

Mr. Heruine. Yes, there are. I, for example, consider I have a 
special interest. Last year I appeared before this committee repre- 
senting the Greater Washington Central Labor Council and I cer- 
tainly have a special interest in the development of the river for the 
members of the trade unions in this area and members of their fam- 
ilies so that they not only have a decent water supply, have a decent 
place in which to play, but that all other possibilities that are inherent 
in a program of proper river development could be made available 
to these people. 

Mr. Uttman. But this association is not associated with any labor 
organization ? 

r. Hertinc. No. We have representatives of rural electrifica- 
tion co-ops. We have labor people. We have housewives. We have 
others. Far too few at the present time, but I think given a little 
time, we will be a real representative organization for all sorts of 
interests in the area coming together in this desire for proper devel- 
opment of the river. 

Mr. Utiman. In other words, you cannot really say you represent 
alot of people now ? 

Mr. Hertina. No, I certainly do not. 

Mr. Uttman. But you are a small organization whose objectives 
are the full utilization of the Potomac River resources for all of its 
comprehensive uses ? 

r. Hertine. That is correct. 

I would like to state that I have assurances from the president of 
the Greater Washington Central Labor Council, for example, which 
is not part of this organization. I have acted as an individual. But 
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they have no hesitancy in associating themselves with the statement 
that is made here this morning. 

Mr. Uttman. But there is no official association ? 

Mr. Heruine. There is not even a casual connection between the 
two. 

Mr. Utitman. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. SAY Lor. Now, Mr. Herling, what you are actually telling Us is 
that you are appearing here in your own behalf. 

Mr. Heruine. It is possible to interpret it that way, but inasmuch 
as we do have some members, I certainly expect to be recognized as 
spokesm: in for them too. 

Mr. Sartor. Who is the president of this organization ? 

Mr. Herure. Iam. 

Mr. Saytor. You are the president of it. 

Mr. Heruinea. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. Who is the vice president ? 

Mr. Hertrne. One of the vice presidents is John Asher, a rural 
electrification co-op man. 

Mr. Sartor. Where does he live? 

Mr. yan NG. He lives down on the Eastern Shore. 

Mr. Sartor. Have you got any other vice presidents ? 

Mr. Her LING. One vice president at this time. There is provision 
for others. 

Mr. Sartor. You have bylaws already ? 

Mr. Hertrne. Certainly we have bylaws. We are not an anarchist 
society ; that is certain. 

Mr. Sartor. I am trying to find out whom you represent, and I am 
trying to find out who your officers are. Who is your sec retary ¢ 

Mr. Herne. If you ask who my officers are, I will recite their 
names. I will be glad to submit for the record the list of all officers 
of the organization. They include myself, Mr. Asher, Kermit Overby, 
who is the treasurer; Mr. James Brown w ho runs our office. 

Mr. Saytor. One at a time now. Who is the second man you men- 
tioned after Asher? 

Mr. Heriine. Kermit Overby. 

Mr. Sartor. Who is he? 

Mr. Heruine. He is a co-op man. 

Mr. Sartor. What co-op does he represent ? 

Mr. Herurne. I do not think he represents any co-op. I think he 
works for an organization, the National Rural Electrification Co-op 
Association. 

Mr. Barrow Lyons, members of our organization. 

Mr. Sartor. Let’s get the officers first. Is there a secretary ? 

Mr. Heriine. Yes; we have a secretary. 

Mr. Saytor. Who is that ? 

Mr. Hering. You are doing an excellent job of getting me flustered. 
I cannot even think straight. I had better get a list of the entire thing. 
I may have even given you the wrong designation on those I men- 
tioned already except for myself. 

Mr. Sartor. Last year you said you represented 150,000 people, and 
I want to know how many you represent now. 





nent 


the 


AS is 


1uch 
d as 


ural 


sion 


hist 
[ am 
heir 
cers 


rby, 


nen- 


k he 


0-op 


red. 
Ling. 
nen- 


and 


$< 


CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 99 


Mr. Hertine. I cannot answer that question because I do not know 
the number of those who are now members of the organization I speak 
for. You are asking me something I cannot answer. I am not un- 
willing, I just cannot answer it. 

Mr. Sartor. What I am trying to determine is, if I came to you, Mr. 
Herling, as the chairman of the Potomac River Development Associa- 
tion and said, “I want to become a member,” how would I do it? 

Mr. Herurne. All right, here is what I would tell you—and in- 
eidentally, I would accept your membership. I would recommend it. 

Mr. Sartor. I have notapplied. Don’t go so fast. 

Mr. Hertine. Lunderstand. I hope for the day. 

I would tell you this is a brand new organization, recently organ- 
ized, and primarily developed at my interest in trying to get a citizen’s 

roup together that would be concerned with the multiple-purpose 
development. 

I would explain our program, spell out what we meant by multiple- 
purpose development of the river. 

Then I would ask you if you agreed with that. I would then give 
you a list—I am astounded at my own failure in memory at this 
moment. 

Mr. Sayvor. Soam I. 

Mr. Heruine. Not more than I am, sir. Believe me. 

You have even succeeded in forcing me to forget what I was saying. 
Talk about a fifth column. 

Mrs. Prost. I just told him he is a much nicer person when he is 
not cantankerous. 

Mr. Heruine. I am sure he is. I know a good deal about him, and 
[am certain he is. But I feel as though I am being brainwashed, in 
asense, by a fifth column. 

Mr. Utiman. I ask that he be allowed to give us a list. 

Mrs. Prosr. Do you have a list in the room ¢ 

Mr. Hertina. As a matter of fact, I have a lot of material in my 
briefcase. I was expecting to be questioned on certain technicalities, 
and I have a lot of information with me. 

Mrs. Prosr. Can someone supply you with it? 

Mr. Hertinc. Would you bring the list. 

Here it is. I have names on here I never would have remembered. 

Virginia Reed is the secretary. 

Kermit Overby is treasurer. 

Mrs. Prosr. In order to comply with the request of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, would you mind starting right at the beginning 
with the president and going straight through ? 

Mr. Hertinea. I will identify myself as Albert K. Herling, chairman 
of the organization. Iam presently employed as director of publicity 
and editor of the official organ of the American Bakery & Confection- 
ary Workers International Union, AFL-CIO. 

John W. Asher, Jr., vice chairman, is assistant manager of the 
Choptank Rural Electrification Co-op. 

Virginia Reed is our secretary. She works in an office. I will get 
the name of the place. 

Kermit Overby, treasurer, is employed at the National Rural Elec- 
trification Co-op Association. And I hope I have that correct. 

Clay Cochrane is employed, I believe, in the legislative department 
of the Industrial Union Department, AFL-CIO. 
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Now Lyons is a gentleman interested in good causes and gives 
much of himself in the fields of conservation and i in the field of river 
conservation as well, and is associated, I believe—and do not hold me 
to this—with a foundation identified as the Judson Foundation, 
W hat it does, I do not know, but I once remember seeing his name 
in that connection. 

Then there appears the name of an individual who resigned. | 
will not mention his name. He felt it was improper because of hig 
relation as administrative assistant to a Member of the Senate and 
felt it would be wrong for his name to be associated with an or yale 
tion which might be called upon, as most assuredly it is today, 
testify on pending legislation. 

Another member of the board is Mr. Harry H. Nettle, also of the 
Choptank Rural Electrification Co-Op. 

It may well seem that we are weighted in one direction on this 
board and certainly it cannot be ¢ ontradic ‘ted. It is precisely for this 
reason that we provide in our bylaws for the expansion of the board 
so that it can become genuinely representative of the area’s popula- 
tion when the organization grows as we fully expect it to grow. 

The reason we have REA people on this is because they have indi- 
‘ated to me—and I think their bona fides is beyond question—that 
they are interested in multiple-purpose dev elopment. 

I remember reading the hearings before this committee last year 
when Mr. Asher was questioned by Mr. Saylor, and Mr. Asher made 
it clear in no uncertain terms that regardless of whether hydro- 
electric power for rural co-ops developed out of any dam which might 
be constructed, he still had an abiding and continuing interest, as a 
sportsman and as an individual concerned with the area, in the de- 
ps pa of sufficient and adequate recreational areas and decent 

yater supply. Any man willing to back that type of an approach is 
a friend of ours. 

Mr. Savior. How many members do you have ¢ 

Mr. Heruine. I do not know. 

Mr. Sartor. Roughly. I am serious. 

Mr. Herrine. Roughly 7 75 to 100. 

Mr. Saytor. And they are people with interests that are similar, 
apparently to those of the board of the directors and the officers? 

Mr. Herirne. I do not know. 

Mr. Sartor. With a small group like they would be of necessity. 

Mr. Herurne. Let me say this: I would say offhand that the mem- 
bership—and this is a sheer guess—at the present time may be 
roustily divided into three or four parts. 

There are those who are just citizens interested in either recreation 
or interested in the idea of having a national park. 

There are some concerned primarily with the water needs of the 
city, but who see the value of a multiple-purpose approach. 

There are others who certainly have a prime interest in terms of 
hydroelectric power but are, nevertheless, also interested in the other 
aspects of multiple-purpose development. 

Certainly there is good and logical reason for labor people to be 
prominent in this organization because they are concerned not only 
with how their people work but with how their people live. And 
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they certainly are concerned with providing better facilities for 
recreation to make life ever more pleasant. 

Mr. Sartor. I do not know how anybody could disagree with that 
statement. ; f 

Mr. Hertinc. I will accept your membership. 

Mr. Sartor. One of the leaders in the organization—not your or- 

ization, but along that line—happens to be a very good friend of 
mine, Dave Dubinsky of the Garment Workers Union. Long before 
any of the other unions ever thought about taking care of their em- 
ployees, Dave was taking the employees’ money to go up into the Poco- 
nos and buy and has today one of the finest recreational places 

Mr. Hertine. That is right. I have been to the place. 

Mr. Sartor. So have I. 

Mr. Heruine. I think Pennsylvania is very lucky that Dave Dubin- 

chose that location 

{r.SayLor. That just shows how smart a man he is. 

Now, your comment on H.R. 953, the bill I introduced. You say it 
ives no recognition to multiple use. What are we trying to do here 
inthis legislation ? 

Mr. Hertine. Are you talking about your legislation now, sir? 

Mr. Saytor. Yes, that is the legislation. I introduced a bill to 
create a national historical park. 

Mr. Hertinc. There is nothing wrong with creating a national his- 
torical park provided it does not interfere with those needs which exist 
and which the park or the resources in the park are capable of render- 
ing the people of the area. 

As I read your bill H.R. 953, in my opinion, this bill precludes the 
possibility of full utilization of the resources, particularly the river 
resources in the Potomac River. 

Mr. Sartor. I do not even mention the Potomac River. 

Mr. Hertine. Nevertheless, the river is part of the park and is in 
the park. 

Mr. Sartor. There is not anything in any bill here that tries to make 
any part of the Potomac River a part of the park. 

Mr. Hertixne. The Potomac River is now part of the park which 
exists to this day. I was somewhat taken aback as there seems to be an 
idea abroad that there is no C. & O. park today. There is a park. The 
legislation we are concerned with here is for the acquisition of addi- 
tional lands and for improvements. We do have a park. 

Mr. Sartor. No; we do not have a park. We have a piece of Fed- 
eral property. We do not have a park. 

Mr. Hertinc. Then I have misunderstood the uniforms I have seen 
worn by those who I frequently see when I go up to the C. & O. Canal. 

Mr. Saytor. It is under the jurisdiction of the National Park Serv- 
ice, but we do not have a park. 

Mr. Hertrne. It is my impression that the lands now possessed by 
the Federal Government, if they are not called a park, they are used 
asa park, they are run by the Park Service people and I know of no- 
body who describes it as anything else but a park. 

I know this: That if the thing looks like a duck, walks like a duck, 
and quacks like a duck, the chances are it is a duck. 

Mr. Saytor. It may be to the Potomac River Development. Asso- 
ciation, but it is not to some of the rest of us. In other words, to 
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become a national historical park, whether it looks like a duck, walks 
like a duck, and squawks like a duck, it does not become a national] 
historical park until Congress so designates. 

Mr. Herurne. All right, sir. Iam glad to hear that. It is precisely 
for this reason that in a choice of bills I look at what each bill pro- 
poses and find that the bill, H.R. 5193, would establish a national 
historical park and provide for other benefits which, mistakenly op 
otherwise, I find lacking in H.R. 953. 7 

Mr. Saywor. Did you have anything to do with writing that bill? 

Mr. Heruine. Did I have anything to do with it? Not a thing, 
The first time I read that bill is when I saw it in print. I was very 
interested in seeing what the bill looked like. ; 

Mr. Saywor. That is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from North Dakota, Mr. Burdick. 

Mr. Burovicx. Mr. Herling, when you referred to H.R. 5193 you 
meant H.R. 5194, did you not? 

Mr. Hering. Any mistakes I make, sir, I am going to blame on 
Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. What is that? 

Mr. Herurnea. Any errors I make in bill designations I am going to 
charge you with the responsibility for. 

Mr. Burpick. I just wanted the record to show he meant H.R. 5194, 

I would like to compliment you and your fellow workers who are 
taking this civil interest in a project of this kind. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Herling, I would like to take this opportunity to 
congratulate you on the brevity of your statement and giving us 
the benefit of your members’ viewpoint. We can well understand 
the gentleman’s problem, realizing the committee was under such a 
stringent time limitation that you were operating under a difficult 
situation. 

The subcommittee will stand adjourned until 9:45 tomorrow morn- 
ing. 
(Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 9:45 a.m., Thursday, March 26, 1959.) 
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CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL 
HISTORICAL PARK 


THURSDAY, MARCH 26, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic LANDS OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:20 a.m., 
in the committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie 
Pfost (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the further consideration of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal 
bill. 

The Chair would like to state that we are sorry for this delay in 
being able to get started. The rules provide that five members of 
the majority (Democratic) must be present, or else one minority 
member (Republican) and one majority member (Democratic). Mr. 
Saylor, I believe, has been in the committee room for about 38 min- 
utes but has not been available here so that he could be counted as a 
quorum. So, therefore, that accounts for the delay in starting this 
morning. 

We had hoped that the testimony could be concluded this morning 
or during this week. However, it has been impossible to get a 
sufficient number of people who can be present either this afternoon 
or tomorrow morning to conclude the hearings. The staff has con- 
tacted several of the people who wished to testify and they have 
agreed to come to the witness table in groups, as witnesses did yester- 
day, in order to speed up the taking of the testimony. 

The first people as witnesses this morning are Mr. Stewart Brand- 
borg, assistant conservation director, National Wildlife Federation ; 
Mr. William C. Grayson, Conservation Committee, Audubon Society 
of the District of Columbia; Mr. C. R. Gutermuth, vice president, 
Wildlife Management Institute; Mr. Michael Nadel, assistant execu- 
tive secretary, the Wilderness Society; and Dr. Spencer Smith and 
Mr. Orville W. Crowder, Citizens Committee on Natural Resources. 

Could you all come forward, please ? 

_Mr. Savior. Madam Chairman, before these people come forward, 
since you seem to have seen fit to comment about my being somewhere 
within the environs of the committee and not having come in until 
this time, we might as well get a few things squared away. 

The chairman of this committee, Mr. Aspinall, and I have had the 

est working agreement that has existed since he and I have been 
members of this committee. Since he became chairman and, in fact, 
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before he became chairman, he and I had a number of long convergg. 
tions regarding how this committee was to be operated. We were in 
complete accord. One of the matters upon which we were in complete 
accord was that the programing of legislation was to be taken up with 
the ranking member of the minority. In the early stages of this hear. 
ing we had witnesses who came here and were examined and crogs. 
examined and gave their testimony. Yesterday you, Madam Chair. 
man, looked at me and asked whether or not I had any objection to 
calling witnesses in groups. I told you I did not. Yesterday we had 
an excellent meeting. 

Now, the madam chairman suggested yesterday that we meet yester. 
day afternoon. In view of the legislation on the floor of the House jn 
the afternoon, I told her I did not think it was proper that we meet, 

When I walked into the committee room this morning, into the office, 
I was handed a statement of the schedule of witnesses with timin 
which has been made up without regard or without consultation wit 
any member of the minority that T am able to determine. We are 
either going to run this thing the way Mr. Aspinall and I have agreed, 
or we will not have meetings. It is just that simple. 

Mr. Utitman. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. I want to make sure I am not delaying anything, but 
I am insisting that the subcommittee chairman carry out the policy 
which has been established by the chairman of this committee, 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Saytor. I am happy to. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman will recall that he answered in the af- 
firmative when the Chair asked him yesterday if it was all right to 
group the witnesses. We did not specify a specific day or a specific 
time. We were talking about witnesses before this committee. 

The Chair has not stated any limitation of time. There has been no 
arrangement for limitation of time, tomy knowledge. 

Mr. Sartor. I would like to place in the record at this point the 
notice which was handed to me when I came into the committee room 
by the staff, which states a schedule of witnesses. It says 9:45 to 
10:15 and it lists a group of witnesses; 10:15 to 10:45, and lists an- 
other group of witnesses; 10:45 to 11:15, another group of witnesses; 
11:15 to 11:30 I am listed; 11:30 to 11:45 Mr. Foley is listed. 

It was the first time I ever knew that a schedule of this sort was 
made up, and I object to it very strenuously. 

When I visit the chairman in the hospital this afternoon, provided 
he is recovered sufficiently, I expect to so inform him. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman knows the committee is starting already 
40 minutes late of the desired time, and the first five witnesses are 
being called at the hour of 10: 25 rather than at 9:45. The gentleman 
well knows that in the past the present chairman of the subcommittee 
has endeavored to allow every person to testify as thoroughly as he 
or she desires. We have occasionally seen fit to limit the testimony, 
hoping that we could progress more rapidly in the consideration of 
legislation before the subcommittee. 

Mr. Saytor. And on occasion, Madam Chairman, I have heartily 
agreed with it. If consulted, I would probably have agreed to this 
But if this is to be a one-way street, let us know it. 
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Mrs. Prost. If the gentleman should have been contacted still a 
second time with regard to whether or not the grouping of witnesses 
was permissible on today, then the Chair was in error. The Chair 
understood that it was agreeable with the gentleman of the minority 
that witnesses come to the table in groups in order to expedite the 

S. 
Preciniy, if that was not agreeable with the gentleman and should 
the Chair have erred this morning. 

Mr. Sartor. I have not objected at all, and if these witnesses would 
have been listed in groups, I would have been in here when I came 
into the committee room; but this time schedule that is on here is 
absolutely uncalled for. 

Mrs. Prost. The time schedule is not feasible in view of the late 
starting of the committee. The only thing the Chair can say is that 
this is a pattern the staif has set up with a hope of a direction in 
which we might be able to go in concluding the hearings. However, 
Iam sure it is wishful thinking, particularly in view of the lateness 
of the hour, and certainly the Chair has no desire to adhere to some- 
thing that was not feasible in the first place. Naturally, we cannot 
ask the next five witnesses to conclude their statements at 10:15 when 
10:15 passed before the committee started. 

Mr. Burpick. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Burdick. 

Mr. Burpick. The time schedule was merely suggestive, was it not? 

Mrs. Prost. The time schedule was merely a suggestion and, in fact, 
the Chair had made no statement with regard to a time limitation 
on any following testimony. — 

Mr. Uttman. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utitman. I would like to ask the gentleman from Pennsylvania: 
Has he or has any of his witnesses been cut off from all the testimony 
they wanted during the course of this hearing? 

Mr. Sartor. Nobody has been cut off. 

Mr. Utiman. Is it his understanding that if he objected, they still 
would be cut off despite the suggestion 

Mr. Sartor. My understanding is when we have a schedule such 
as this, you have five witnesses, and they would appear at 9:45 to be 
through at 10:15. That is the schedule not that the committee staff 
was told to prepare, this is not any figment of the staff, they did not 
draw it out of thin air. 

Mr. Utitman. If the gentleman had come in at 9:55 when he came 
to the committee room and raised this issue, he would have been 
supported. Certainly it is not the desire of our chairman, as she 
stated, to cut off anybody in these hearings; but there comes a point 
when you attempt to set a pattern. We have been operating on this 
bill for a number of days. It is hoped that the gentleman will go 
along with us in trying to expedite the balance of the hearings. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to call for regular order and get 
going on the hearing. 

Mrs, Prost. Let the Chair state that I certainly asked for no 
unanimous-consent request that this be the pattern for today, and 
neither did I at the beginning of these hearings make a suggestion 
of any sort or nature that the succeeding witnesses will be limited on 
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their testimony. It was merely a pattern which we hoped we might 
follow in order to expedite the hearings. a 

Is there further discussion or comment so that we may get to our 
next witnesses ? 

Mr. Burpick. I suggest we get going, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Will Mr. Brandborg, Mr. Grayson, Mr. Gutermuth, 
Mr. Nadel, Mr. Smith, and Mr. Crowder come forward, please. 

Mr. SmirH. Madam Chairman, I was not in the committee room 
yesterday. I was not acquainted with the grouping of witnesses that 
did take place. I am not quite coordinated with my colleagues here, 
T do not know how many of them have a similar request, but I wonder 
if I might make what comments I have at any time that is convenient 
for the Chair. I am not coordinated with them, so to speak, to come 
up as a group. 

Mrs. Prost. Let the Chair state that the reason for grouping the 
witnesses was the fact that if each could present his statement and be 
as brief as possible in his summary, that you could be questioned en 
bloc and that perhaps one person or the other would have a better 
answer to the questions that might emanate from the committee 
members. 

Mr. SmirH. Madam Chairman, Mr. Brandborg is not in the room 
at the present time. I know he is vitally interested in this. 

Mrs. Prost. I am sure he is. 

Mr. Smiru. I wonder if it might be possible for him perhaps to he 
heard at another time. 

Mrs. Prost. I am sure we can arrange to hear Mr. Brandborg. 
Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Poors. I am Daniel Poole, Mr. Gutermuth’s assistant. With- 
your permission, I would like to give Mr. Gutermuth’s brief statement. 

Mrs. Prost. Fine. Are there any other substitutions? You may 
proceed first, Mr. Grayson. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. GRAYSON, IN BEHALF OF THE AUDVU- 


BON SOCIETY OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, AND OTHER 
ORGANIZATIONS 


Mr. Grayson. Madam Chairman and gentlemen, I am William C. 
Grayson. In addition to speaking for the Audubon Society of the 
District of Columbia with 1,300 members, I am also authorized to 
represent the following organizations: Georgetown Citizens Asocia- 
tion of Washington, D.C., 845 members; Potomac Area Council, 
American Youth Hostels, 475 members; Maryland State Society, 
Daughters of the American Revolution, 2,000 members; Buck Ridge 
Ski Club, 450 members, Philadelphia, Pa.; Committee of One Hun- 
dred on the Federal City, Subcommittee on Potomac Pollution, Con- 
servation and Protection of Parks; Nature Conservancy, 3,000 mem- 
bers, a national organization. 

I also speak for the following garden clubs: Williamsburg Garden 
Club, Rappahannock Valley Garden Club, Tuckahoe Garden Club 
of Richmond, Augusta Garden Club of Stanton, Garden Club of Fair- 
fax, Fauquier-Loudoun Garden Club, Georgetown Garden Club of 
Washington, D.C., River Farm Garden Club of Alexandria, Monocacy 
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Garden Club of Dickerson, Md. _Also the Garden Club of Virginia, 
which represents 43 clubs with 2,358 members. s 

The Audubon Society of the District of Columbia and the organiza- 
tions associated with it in presenting this testimony, heartily endorse 
the establishment of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Histori- 
cal Park. We believe it is imperative that legislation to create the 

ark be passed by this session of the Congress. 

It is our understanding that four bills are under consideration : H.R. 
953, introduced by Mr. Saylor; H.R. 2331, introduced by Mr. Foley; 
HR. 5194, also introduced by Mr. Foley; and an identical bill, H.R. 
5344, introduced by Mr. Lankford. ab B 

We have studied these bills, and we believe that Mr. Saylor’s bill, 
ILR. 953; most satisfactorily provides for the preservation of all the 
values which should be safeguarded by the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park. 

The Chesapeake and Ohio Canal is unique among the country’s 
national park areas. Its exceptional qualities are many. It is one of 
the outstanding historical monuments in the East; it was acquired by 
the Federal Government with the declared purpose of preserving it 
as an unaltered example of the great era of canal building. It is 
unique in the beauty of the course which it originally traced along 186 
scenic miles of the largely unspoiled Potomac River. It is unequaled 
in the rich variety of recreational opportunities which it extends to all 
who enjoy the outdoors—to hike, to cycle, to canoe, to picnic, to fish, 
and to pursue other hobbies. It is unique in the invitations which it 
offers to those interested in natural history, in the profile which it 
offers of the geology, the ecology, the botany, and the birds and mam- 
mals of the Potomac Valley, from tidewater at Washington to the 
Alleghenies at Cumberland. 

The canal and its towpath are a living museum. The Chesapeake 
& Ohio Canal is a monument to a great and exciting chapter in the 
Nation’s history—the first sustained national drive to open the West, 
the country beyond the Alleghenies, to settlement. At the beginning 
of the 19th century, transport was limited to rivers and turnpikes, 
costly and uncertain highways for a growing traflic in the products of 
forest, mine, farm, and factory. The canal-building projects were to 
connect the vast interior to the growing cities of the Atlantic sea- 
board, to bring the resources of the interior to eastern markets, to 
open new opportunities for those too restless to be content with life 
in eastern cities. 

The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, as the Nation’s only example of 
an unaltered 19th century waterway, should be restored. This has been 
accomplished from Georgetown, D.C., to Seneca, Md. Restoration 
should be continued for the length of the canal. When large sums 

are being spent to restore 18th and 19th century communities and his- 
torical sites, it would be unfortunate indeed if we could not find the 
relatively small sums to restore so unique a historical structure as 
the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, especially when its restoration would 
also serve important recreational uses. 

As a historic monument preserved in harmony with its 19th cen- 
tury use, the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal would be a national asset, 
much like Mount Vernon or the Lee family home at Stratford. 
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Recreation is an increasingly urgent necessity for the milliong of 
urban inhabitants who live and work under conditions of mounting 
tension. True recreation means literally the re-creation and renewal] 
of our energies and resources of body, mind, and spirit. True reereg. 
tion is a rare achievement, for too many of us seek recreation in doing 
things that maintain the same tensions and generate the same fatigues 
from which we already suffer. 

With your permission, Madam Chairman, I shall skip to page 5 of 
my statement. The intervening pages show in detail how valuable the 
park will be for outdoor recreation and gives recommendations for 
simple and inexpensive methods of management and development, | 
would like to stress that all recreational activities which the cana] 
area offers are given full scope without any expensive expenditures 
for development programs. 

Even motorists would be among the greatest beneficiaries of the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park if it is preserved in its natural state, 
They are more in need of new places to go than of new highways, 

Turning specifically to the pending bills, we should like to suggest 

one slight amendment of H.R. 953, the insertion of the word “nat- 
ural” in the last sentence of section 3(a), so that the sentence would 
read : 
Such historical park and parkway shall be administered under the general laws 
and requirements governing the areas of the national park system in such man- 
ner as to preserve the historic, natural, scenic and recreational values and 
features thereof. 

The importance of conserving natural values is already recognized 
in section 1(c) wherein the Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
to cooperate with the State of Maryland and other Federal agencies 
in programs which— 
will further the objectives for the park and of the State of Maryland concerning 
wildlife propagation, wilderness conservation, public recreation and related 
purposes. 

In our experience, we have not always found the National Park 
Service sensitive to the importance of preserving natural values and 
we therefore suggest that these values be specified in the directive 
regarding the administration of the park. 

It may be in order to note briefly why we regard the other bills 
under consideration as either less satisfactory or undesirable. 

The second proviso in section 3(a) of H.R. 2331— 
that the designation of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical 
Park purposes shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its use for such works as 
Congress may in the future authorize for improvement and extension of 
navigation, or for flood control, or irrigation, or drainage, or for the development 
of hydroelectric power or other purposes— 
is unnecessary. It is unnecessary because the Congress always has 
the constitutional authority to amend existing laws and to make 
changes with regard to lands in Federal ownership. ‘The proviso 
would stand as an invitation to land uses which are inconsistent with 
the purpose of the proposed legislation and which, in view of the gen- 
eral characteristics of the Potomac Basin, are without economic or 
other justification. Accordingly, the organizations for which I am 
speaking would definitely prefer H.R. 953. 
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We object strongly to H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344. Both contain 
rovisions, in sections 3 (a) and (b), which would subordinate the 
park to plans by the Secretary of the Army— 
for the comprehensive development of the water and related land resources 
of the Potomac River Basin— 
whereas we think that the only foreseeable justification for encroach- 
ment on the national historical park would be for the provision of 
water supply requirements that could not be met elsewhere. In our 
opinion, these requirements can readily be supplied by eliminating 
pollution, supplemented, if necessary, by upstream dams, such as 
those which the Corps of Engineers has already expressly proposed for 
the North Branch of the Potomac above Cumberland. The problem 
of flushing sewage wastes, which figures heavily in estimates of water 
needs for the Washington area, should be eliminated by adopting 
improved measures for sewage disposal. These are essential in any 
event to produce a truly clean river at Washington. 

Furthermore, the provision of section 3(b) for at least yearly con- 
sultations with the Secretary of the Army and the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia before any funds can be spent appears un- 
necessary if the development of the national historical park is kept 
to the simple standards that we recommend. The provision repre- 
sents, in our opinion, an entirely unjustified restraint upon the proper 
management of the park by the National Park Service in accordance 
with the accepted laws and principles under which it operates. 

The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, if developed in harmony with the 
views I have outlined, faces a new destiny, promising to realize more 
enduring .values and benefiting many more people than it served as 
a commercial waterway. No other park offers to so many people a 
year-round opportunity to engage in such a variety of outdoor rec- 
reational activities. No other park offers to the people of a large 
metropolitan area such an enticing invitation to study nature in so 
many ways, from geology to birds, beginning at the gates of the 
Capital and extending for 186 miles into the mountains. No better 
means could be developed by which to appreciate the singularly 
beautiful and essentially unspoiled valley of the Potomac. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Grayson, in full, follows:) 


TESTIMONY OF WILLIAM C. GRAYSON IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED CHESAPEAKE 
AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK IN BEHALF OF THE AUDUBON 
Society OF THE DistRicT OF COLUMBIA AND OTHER ORGANIZATIONS 


The Audobon Society of the District of Columbia and the organizations as- 
sociated with it in presenting this testimony, heartily endorse the establishment 
of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. We believe it is 
imperative that legislation to create the park be passed by this session of the 
Congress. 

It is our understanding that four bills are under consideration: H.R. 953, in- 
troduced by Mr. Saylor; H.R. 2331, introduced by Mr. Foley; H.R. 5194, also 
introduced by Mr. Foley; and an identical bill, H.R. 5844, introduced by Mr. 
Lankford. 

We have studied these bills, and we believe that Mr. Saylor’s bill, H.R. 953, 
most satisfactorily provides for the preservation of all the values which should 
be safeguarded by the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal is unique among the country’s national park 
areas. Its exceptional qualities are many. It is one of the outstanding histori- 
cal monuments in the East; it was acquired by the Federal Government with the 
declared purpose of preserving it as an unaltered example of the great era of 
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canal building. It is unique in the beauty of the course which it originally traced 
along 186 scenic miles of the largely unspoiled Potomac River. It is unequaled 
in the rich variety of recreational opportunities which it extends to aly who 
enjoy the outdoors—to hike, to cycle, to Canoe, to picnic, to fish, and to pursue 
other hobbies. It is unique in the invitations which it offers to those interested 
in natural history, in the profile which it offers of the geology, the ecoloy, the 
botany and the birds and mammals of the Potomac Valley, from tidewater at 
Washington to the Alleghenies at Cumberland. ? 

The ©. & O. Canal is a monument to a great and exciting chapter in the 
Nation’s history—the first sustained national drive to open the West, the country 
beyond the Alleghenies, to settlement. At the beginning of the 19th century 
transport was limited to rivers and turnpikes, costly and uncertain highways 
for a growing traffic in the products of forest, mine, farm, and factory. The 
canal-building projects were to connect the vast interior to the growing Cities 
of the Atlantic seaboard, to bring the resources of the interior to eastern mar- 
kets, to open new opportunities for those too restless to be content with life jp 
eastern cities. 

The C. & O. Canal, as the Nation’s only example of an unaltered 19th century 
waterway, should be restored. This has been accomplished from Georgetown 
D.C., to Seneca, Md. Restoration should be continued for the length of the 
canal. When large sums are being spent to restore 18th- and 19th-century 
communities and historical sites, it would be unfortunate indeed if we could not 
find the relatively small sums to restore so unique an historical structure as 
the C. & O. Canal, especially when its restoration would also serve important 
recreational uses. 

As an historic monument preserved in harmony with its 19th century use. 
the C. & O. Canal would be a national asset, much like Mount Vernon or the 
Lee family home at Stratford. 

Recreation is an increasingly urgent necessity for the millions of urban 
inhabitants who live and work under conditions of mounting tension. True 
recreation means literally the re-creation and renewal of our energies and 
resources of body, mind, and spirit. True recreation is a rare achievement, 
for too many of us seek recreation in doing things that maintain the same 
tensions and generate the same fatigues from which we already suffer. Many 
men, life Antaeus of old, need to come back to the earth to win renewal of 
physical, mental, and spiritual reserves. 

The C. & O. Canal has long been a hiker’s paradise. Every mile brings a 
change of scene as the river rounds the shoulder of a mountain or cuts through 
a gorge, as the towpath passes from laurel- and fern-clothed cliffs to the depths 
of a quiet wood or emerges beside a sunny pasture. For many years it has 
been intensively used from Washington to Seneca, especially in the stretch 
between Washington and Great Falls and beyond. Indeed, at any hour of 
almost any fine day, the towpath walker would there have found others abroad 
enjoying an escape from town and house. Despite the fact that the towpath 
is somewhat overgrown along the upper reaches of the canal and that no 
drinking water or other facilities now exist, these upper sections of the canal 
have been so used by hikers and others as to demonstrate that the full recrea- 
tional potential of the area should be developed. 

Only the Appalachian Trail offers comparable opportunities for hiking. Yet 
the canal is much more accessible to city folk who would find it difficult to take 
time for the long drive that would be necessary to enjoy the Appalachian Trail, 
and the gradual gradient and easy walking conditions along the canal make 
it usable by many who would hesitate to tackle the rigors of the mountain trails. 

The canal towpath can become a country lane for cyclists. Its gradual inclines 
and freedom from traffic hazards would draw thousands of cyclists to a restored 
towpath. 

The canal offers a wonderful opportunity to provide a safe and attractive 
waterway for canoeists, whether they are interested in a fortnight’s trip to 
Cumberland or a day’s paddling along some particularly attractive stretch of 
the canal. Those interested in adventure by water could ascend the river by 
eanal, and if their skill equals their courage, they could have a white-water run 
back in the river itself. The restored canal would make the river itself more 
generally available for such sport. 

The Izaak Walton League has pointed out that a restored canal can be one 
of the finest sport-fishing preserves in the East. This has already been 
demonstrated at Oldtown, Md., where water has been restored and bass have 
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been stocked in a stretch of the canal. Nearer Washington, any traveler along 
the canal will find many fishermen testing their skill against the wiles of the 
fish to be found in this unmanaged section of the canal. This experience and 
the public’s response indicate what a wonderful chance exists here to provide 
safe and accessible fishing for an unlimited number of young and old enthusiasts. 

The canal, as a national park unit, is not open to hunting. Yet the continued 
maintenance of the canal as a natural area would greatly benefit hunters. 
The canal park would be an important game propagation area, with surplus 
game moving out to repopulate the adjacent countryside and serving as a signifi- 
cant factor in preserving good hunting. 

The C. & O. Canal and its towpath are already used by hundreds each weekend 
for family picnics. The many access roads make it possible for picnic parties 
to drive directly to attractive sites along the river, choosing a location where 
all members of the family can indulge in a choice of other sports, such as boating, 
fishing, or hiking. 

The greatest beneficiaries of the C. & O. Canal, if it is preserved in its natural 
state, will be the motorists. Those who seek recreation by car are more in need 
of new places to go than of more highways. Even the motorists like to escape 
from traffic to picknic, to camp, to swim, to fish, to walk and to go boating. The 
C. & O. Canal, developed as a recreational area, could be one of the best possible 
goals for weekend drives. 

The C. & O. Canal and its towpath comprise a living museum where one may 
trace the characteristics of wildlife communities, the ties that bind plants and 
animals together in distinctive associations. It is the finest birding area in the 
region, for the river is a flyway for spring and fall migrants as well as the 
summer and winter home for scores of species. 

The Potomac is the oldest feature of the landscape. In the exposed beds of 
sedimentary shales and sandstones, in the tilted and folded formations along 
the berm side of the Canal, and in the actions of the Potomac itself as seen from 
the towpath, one may trace the geological history of the region or study geologic 
forces at work. 

Whatever the natural history interest that one brings to his trips afield, the 
Cc. & O. Canal offers full scope for his observations and explorations, for the 
geologist, botanist, or biologist, as well as for the amateur birdwatcher, animal 
tracker or tree-and-flower enthusiast. And all of these recreational activities 
are given full scope without any additional or expensive expenditures for de- 
velopment programs. It is only necessary to preserve an area in which nature 
is free to develop her patterns of life largely without interference from man. 

Since the canal was acquired by the Federal Government, there have been 
almost no budget provisions for the maintenance and improvement of the area, 
even on a modest scale, except in the vicinity of Washington. The canal 
parellels the Potomac, but it does not include all the lands between the canal 
and the river, and there has always been the possibility that these riverside 
properties would be used for industry or for summer colonies in a manner in- 
consistent with the historic, scenic, and natural values of the canal. Without 
proper maintenance, the property has deteriorated physically; trees have grown 
up in the canal; cattle have been pastured along it banks; and local towns, 
in a few instances, discouraged with its neglect, have turned their backs on the 
river and use the canal as a dumping grounds for their refuse. 

The Audubon Society offers the following recommendations for the develop- 
ment of the C. & O. Canal area: 

1. The park properties should be enlarged by acquisitions of properties 
between the canal and the river and of any other properties required to 
protect the park from encroachments which would threaten its park 
values, 

2. The historical features of the C. & O. Canal should be developed. 
Water should be restored to the canal; the locks should function as dams. 
and the remaining lockhouses should be repaired and maintained. 

8. Any development plan should recognize the natural values of the 
area, and no developments should be undertaken which would destroy 
its value to those whose outdoor recreations lead them to explore the 
geology, the plant life, and the wildlife of the canal and the adjacent area 

4. The full recreational potentialities of the canal should be developed 
for those who wish to hike, to bicycle, to ride horseback, to camp, to fish. 
to picnic, to canoe, or to otherwise enjoy the outdoors in its natural state. 
This part of the program would require the provision of picnic grounds at 
the points of access and campgrounds at intervals, with such simple im- 
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provements as safe drinking water, fireplaces, Adirondack shelters, and gani- 
tation facilities. 

5. No highway should be constructed on the Chesapeake and Ohio Cana} 
Park property, except the scenic parkway as provided in section 2(q) for 
the Paw Paw-Woodmont area. Some of the access roads to the canal should 
be improved for winter travel; all should be properly marked. 

Turning specifically to the pending bills, we should like to suggest one slight 
amendment of H.R. 953, the insertion of the word “natural” in the last sentence 
of section 3(a), so that the sentence would read: “Such historical park and park- 
way shall be administered under the general laws and requirements governing the 
areas of the National Park System in such manner as to preserve the historic 
natural, scenic, and recreational values and features thereof.” E 

The importance of conserving natural values is already recognized in section 
1(c) wherein the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with the 
State of Maryland and other Federal agencies in programs which “will further 
the objectives for the park and of the State of Maryland concerning wildlife 
propagation, wilderness conservation, public recreation, and related purposes,” 
In our experience, we have not always found the National Park Service sengj- 
tive to the importance of preserving natural values and we therefore suggest that 
these values be specified in the directive regarding the administration of the park. 

It may be in order to note briefly why we regard the other bills under considera- 
tion as either less satisfactory or undesirable. 

The second proviso in section 3(a) of H.R. 2331 “that designation of lands 
for Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Historical Park purposes shall not debar, or 
limit, or abridge its use for such works as Congress may in the future authorize 
for improvement an dextension of navigation, or for flood control, or irrigation, 
or drainage, or for the development of hydroelectric power or other purposes” js 
unnecessary. It is unnecessary because the Congress always has the constitn- 
tional authority to amend existing laws and to make changes with regard to lands 
in Federal ownership. The proviso would stand as an invitation to land uses 
which are inconsistent with the purpose of the proposed legislation and which, 
in view of the general characteristics of the Potomac Basin, are without economic 
or other justification. Accordingly, the organizations for which I am speaking 
would definitely prefer H.R. 953. 

We object strongly to H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344. Both contain provisions, in 
sections 3 (a) and (b), which would subordinate the park to plans by the Secre 
tary of the Army “for the comprehensive development of the water and related 
land resources of the Potomac River Basin,” whereas we think that the only 
foreseeable justification for encroachment on the national historical park would 
be for the provision of water supply requirements that could not be met else 
where. In our opinion, these requirements can readily be supplied by eliminating 
pollution, supplemented, if necessary, by upstream dams, such as those which 
the Corps of Engineers has already expressly proposed for the North Branch 
of the Potomac above Cumberland. The problem of flushing sewage wastes, 
which figures heavily in estimates of water needs for the Washington area, 
should be eliminated by adopting improved measures for sewage disposal. These 
are essential in any event to produce a truly clean river at Washington. 

Furthermore, the provision of section 3(b) for at least yearly consultations 
with the Secretary of the Army and the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia before any funds can be spent appears unnecessary if the development 
of the national historical park is kept to the simple standards that we recom- 
mend. The provision represents in our opinion an entirely unjustified restraint 
upon the proper management of the park by the National Park Service in 
accordance with the accepted laws and principles under which it operates. 

The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, if developed in harmony with the views I have 
outlined, faces a new destiny, promising to realize more enduring values and 
benefiting many more people than it served as a commercial waterway. No other 
park offers to so many people a year-round opportunity to engage in such & 
variety of outdoor recreational activities. No other park offers to the people 
of a large metropolitan area such an enticing invitation to enjoy nature in so 
many ways, from geology to birds, beginning at the gates of the Capital and 
extending for 186 miles into the mountains. No better means could be devised 
by which to appreciate the singularly beautiful and essentially unspoiled valley 
of the Potomac. 
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Mrs. Prost. The next witness is the gentleman appearing on behalf 
of Mr. Gutermuth. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL POOLE, ON BEHALF OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, 
VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 


Mr. Poote. Madam Chairman, my name is Daniel Poole and I am 
assistant to Mr. Gutermuth, who unfortunately was unable to be here 
this morning. sat ie 

I might say in the beginning that the institute is one of the older 
national conservation organizations. Its program dates back to 1911. 

Knowing that the members of this committee are familiar with the 
proposal to create the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National His- 
torical Park, I will not attempt to reiterate the extensive testimony 
that was received last year and 1s a matter of public record. Witnesses 
that preceded me at this hearing, and at that of last year, explained 
fully the vital need for a major recreational area for the millions of 
people that reside in the vicinity of the District of Columbia. 

My brief remarks will be directed to what appears to be the prin- 
cipal point that developed as a result of last year’s hearings. That 
point is: What effect will the creation of the historical park have on 
any future plans for the impoundment of the Potomac River adjacent 
tothe canal property ? 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers currently is studying the 
Potomac drainage for the purpose of recommending developments to 
meet local needs. This study will not be completed for several years 
and any major development, even if recommended and eventually au- 
thorized, probably could not be constructed until well past 1970. 

Conservationists fully suppport the objectives of H.R. 953 and 
TLR. 2331. The testimony received by this committee last year shows 
that conservationists are willing to accept the proviso in H.R. 2331 
that would express congressional policy not to debar water projects 
affecting the park property should the Congress, in its wisdom, ever 
decree that such developments actually are needed. That proviso was 
contained in an identical bill which passed the Senate in 1957 and 
was considered by this committee last year. 

The C. & O. Canal presently is owned by the Federal Government 
and is a unit of the National Capital Park System. The net effect 
of H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331 would be to recognize the historical and 
recreational values of the park and enable the Secretary of the In- 
terior to further develop its recreational potential and maintain its 
historical features. Any issue that may arise with respect to the 
construction of a major water impoundment on the Potomac would be 
no different with or without the establishment of this area as a national 
historical park. 

Conservationists object to the purposes of H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344. 
Those proposals appear to prejudge the recommendations that may 
be made by the Army Engineers. It is presumptuous for anyone to 
say that the Army will recommend a dam at Riverbend when the 
study is far from completed. How can anyone say now that Congress 
will authorize such a dam even if it is recommended ? 

_ ELR. 5194 and H.R. 5344 also are contradictory within themselves 
in that they not only contain a proviso that would permit future 
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water development at any point along the length of the park, but are 
specific in the delineation of an area within the flood pool of a dam 
at Riverbend. 

At last year’s hearing, spokesmen for the National Park Service 
the District of Columbia Commissioners, and the Army Engineers 
stated that the proviso which presently is in H.R. 2331, page 5, lines 
11 through 17, contains sufficient safeguards for the possible future 
development of water supplies. That same proviso is in the Capper. 
Cramton Act which contains the basic authority for park lands along 
the Potomac River. At no time within the existence of that act, to my 
knowledge, has the proviso impeded developments in the overaj] 
public interest. The unanimous opinion of those three agencies 
should not be discounted. 

We urge this committee, Madam Chairman, to give prompt and 
favorable action on the park proposal. Any water impoundments that 
may be recommended and authorized would not, in the normal course 
of events, come into being until far into the future. The urgent pub- 
lic need for an improved recreational area is with us now. Housing 
and commercial developments already are encroaching on lands that 
should be incorporated in the park project. The land never will be 
less expensive than it is now. Whether the land is to be used for 
park purposes or for a water project, there is ample justification for 
its prompt acquisition. 

A final point and then I am through. H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344 
seem to imply that the Congress cannot trust the Secretary of the 
Interior and would expect him to attempt to thwart possible future 
development of water supplies by spending extravagant amounts 
along the river that would be affected by a dam at Riverbend. That 
is an unfair and fallacious assumption. 

The expenditures that will be required to put the park land into 
condition for improved recreation and for maintenance of the canal’s 
historical features are nominal by any standards. What’s more, if the 
land is acquired now at todays’ prices rather than at the inflated 
prices that are sure to come within the next few years, the savings 
that are possible would write off the cost of the park improvements 
should the Federal Government at some future time move to acquire 
those same lands for a water development project. 

Madam Chairman, the people want and need that historical park 
project. We urge this committee to give prompt and favorable con- 
sideration to a proposal that contains the principles of H.R. 953 and 
H.R. 2331. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Nadel. 


STATEMENT OF MICHAEL NADEL, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE 
SECRETARY, THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 


Mr. Napex. My name is Michael Nadel. I am assistant executive 
secretary of the Wilderness Society, a national nonprofit citizens’ 
conservation organization founded in 1935, having a membership of 
in all of our 50 States and in other countries. The headquarters are 
at 2144 P Street NW., Washington 7, D.C. 

This presentation, in behalf of the Wilderness Society, supports the 
establishment of a Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical 
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Park which shall unequivocally preserve and interpret the area which 
it encompasses, for the benefit and inspiration of the people. The 
society accordingly has supported the m asure, to this end, that has 
been introduced by Representative John P. Saylor—H.R. 953—and 
would support any similar legislation, such as Representative John R. 
Foley’s H.R. 2331, although regretting the inclusion of any permission 
that might now countenance any developments for hydroelectric 
power or other purposes which may impair this park. acre 

The need for extensive areas of unimpaired park land inevitably is 
becoming greater. We have cleared most of the forests; we have 
impounded lakes and harnessed rivers; we have run roadbeds—some- 
times with recklessness—over the face of the earth; we have fortressed 
and buttressed ourselves in canyons of concrete; our sewage spills 
into the clear springs; we hum with engines and industry, smoke, 
hurry, anxiety, conflict, and sacred gain; there is a tremendous get-up- 
and-go. : 

We must have an adequacy of turnoffs against the violence of our 
own energy. If the face of the earth should be completely resculp- 
tured by the works of man, his identity will surely go, and with it his 
sanity, and even his chance of survival. One of the most recent to 
point this out was the eminent physicist, Dr. J. A. Rush, who warned 
against cutting man off completely from the wilderness. 

The danger is that engineers, industrialists, developers, town man- 
agers, and tax collectors see only their own goals before them. They 
are too efficient in their own spheres to see man as a whole being. 
They see crisis if every scrap of the earth’s surface is not used for man’s 
works, whereas the crisis hes precisely in overdevelopment. 

This is why the area proposed as a Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park must be reserved unimpaired. I have on 
other occasions described the unique scenic, educational, and recre- 
ational advantages of thies area neighboring the Potomac River. 
Many other witnesses will be testifying to these qualities, perhaps in 
some detail. 

There will be opponents, who will say that the establishment of this 
park would interfere with industrial progress in the Potomac region. 
Some of these opponents sincerely believe that they are talking in 
the public interest. How many, however, would continue to oppose 
the park if dollars were not involved? The weight of public support 
is for the park unimpaired. 

If a waterfront must be developed; if a forest must be used for 
timber production; or if a river must be harnessed for power, it is 
the public who in the long run must decide what waterfront, what 
forest, or what part of what river is to be saved harmless for public 
educational, esthetic, and recreational benefits. 

The Wilderness Society therefore, as stated at the beginning of this 
presentation, favors the establishment of the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park, without equivocal language about 
the need and the survival of this park, unimpaired, once established. 
Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prosr. And now, Mr. Smith. 
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STATEMENT OF SPENCER SMITH, ACCOMPANIED BY ORVILLE w. 
CROWDER, CITIZENS COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. SmirH. Madam Chairman, may I file a statement which I pre. 
sume would be more articulate for the record ? 
At present, I would like to summarize my comments that will be ip 
a prepared statement. 
rs. Prost. I thank the gentleman. Without objection, Mr. Smith’s 
statement will be included in the record as if read. 
(The statement of Mr. Smith follows :) 


STATEMENT BY Dr. SPENCER M. SMITH, JR., SECRETARY OF THE CITIZENS 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 


Madam Chairman and members of the committee, we are most appreciatiye 
to be afforded the opportunity of presenting our views in regard to the severaj 
measures authorizing a Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, 
The Citizens Committee on Natural Resources was incorporated to advance 
conservation, restoration, and sound management of natural resources in the 
public interest. We feel that our board of directors and governing body repre 
sent an outstanding cross section of professional and interested citizenry in 
behalf of conservation. 

The committee should know precisely the position of our organization in 
relationship to the many bills dealing with the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
Park. Our preference is H.R. 953, introduced by Congressman John P. Saylor, 
of Pennsylvania. Our second preference is H.R. 2331, introduced by Congress. 
man John R. Foley, of Maryland. Both measures are acceptable to us for 
reasons that we will subsequently indicate. We do not support H.R. 5194, also 
introduced by John R. Foley, and we do not support H.R. 5344, introduced by 
Richard E. Langford, of Maryland. In fact, we would prefer to see no bill at 
all rather than H.R. 5194 or H.R. 5344. 

Our preference for H.R. 953 is based on the fact that it is simply a straight- 
forward authorization of a national park. There are no reservations or qualifi- 
eations thereto. Much has been made by the preceding witnesses of their con- 
cern over the water supply of the Metropolitan Washington area. It has been 
the contention of some that if a national park is authorized, this would auto 
matically preclude the use of any of the park area for any other purpose. There 
is no question that if the park is authorized, the burden of proof is on those 
who would urge alternative uses for any part of the park area. It is ridiculous 
to say, however, that once a national park is authorized, this precludes any 
other use. If H.R. 953 were reported out by this committee, and within the 
near future it became crystal clear that metropolitan Washington would suffer 
from a serious water shortage unless water impoundments were constructed 
within the park, then it appears obvious that such water impoundments would 
be provided. Obviously, those who want to use part of the proposed park for 
power and other purposes do not wish to assume a greater burden of proof 
than is necessary. 

In the last Congress (85th) the conservationists, by way of compromise, agreed 
to a measure before the Senate identical to H.R. 2331. This compromise was 
agreed to by the conservationists, the Army Engineers, the District Commis 
sioners, and the National Park Service. The measure passed the Senate. The 
compromise in essence states that “* * * designation of lands for Chesapeake 
and Ohio National Historical Park purposes shall not debar or limit or abridge 
its use for such works as Congress may in the future authorize for improve- 
ment and extension of navigation, or for flood control or irrigation, or drainage 
or for the development of hydroelectric power or for other purposes.” 

Despite this general agreement, which the conservationists feel is an effective 
provision that does not preclude dams or other water impoundments in the event 
that they are needed, certain groups are still not satisfied. What these groups 
really want is the use of hydroelectric power from an installation on the Poto- 
mac River. There is no conceivable way that they can justify the use of public 
funds for an installation for hydroelectric power. As a result they are basing 
their case upon a presumed water shortage. Those who desire a dam for pur 
poses of power are urging it, not on the indefensible basis of power, but under the 
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se of assumed water shortage. If the community can be sufficiently disturbed 
at the prospect of a water shortage, perhaps some day a dam could be authorized 
and, if it is authorized, some power would result—despite the fact that the Army 
Engineers testify that the hydroelectric power feaures of any dam along the 
Potomac are negligible. 4 J : = 

Two water and power bills are before the committee. They are H.R. 5194 and 
HR. 5344. These bills have little, if any, interest in the establishment of a 

rk. They are placed before the committee primarily to reserve dam sites for 
the Corps of Engineers, and, as a palliative, park features have been added. Pre- 
sumably, these measures make more certain that if a dam is to be built, it can 
be built. It has a great measure of inconsistency, because these measures ex- 
clude from the park precisely that area that would be inundated by the River 
Bend Dam. Yet Colonel Sumners of the District engineers has testified that 
until the Army Engineers study is completed, he cannot say where the best place 
for water impoundment on the Potomac is. 

It has been pointed out that once a national park is established it is a rarity 
for water impoundment and uses other than park purposes to be allowed. The 
only thing this means is that when the people are confronted with the choice 
of whether to use their natural resources for park or for other purposes, they 
have in the overwhelming number of instances chosen park use. Apparently 
those who want the dam on the Potomac want a guarantee from the conserva- 
tionists that if a park is authorized, we will ugree to the building of adam. We 
do not want to mislead this committee. The reservation clause quoted in H.R. 
9331 simply indicates that future Congresses may choose to use the resources 
for other than park purposes. This is not a mandate. This in no way repre- 
sents a commitment on the part of the conservationists to a dam in the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio Canal Park, if authorized. 

The conservationists seem to be tilting with ghosts and phantoms. There 
appears to be a water shortage, but the engineers have not completed their 
study, so we cannot say for such how bad the water shortage is. If there is a 
water shortage, we might need a dam, but since the engineers have not com- 
pleted their study, we canont say for sure where the dam ought to be. All of 
the so-called water shortage analysis masterfully neglects the fact that the 
Army Engineers handed in a report in 1946 calling for the construction of 14 
dams in the Potomac watershed which the Chief of the Engineers has yet to 
accept, and, therefore, has yet to be presented to Congress for its deliberation. 
Perhaps one of the restraining influences on the Army Engineers was the public 
resistanee that resulted when hearings were held on the subject of River Bend 
Dam. The public opposition to this proposal was so unanimous and overwhelm- 
ing that as nearly as we can tell the proposal lies waiting for a better political 
climate, or a “new” Engineers’ study. 

The Citizens Committee on Natural Resources will be very happy to offer 
their views as to water impoundment, irrigation, hydroelectric power, and other 
proposed uses if and when a measure is before the Congress which will state 
the needs and the specific manner in which such needs are to be met. 

Until that time, we see no reason to prevent the authorization of the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, reiterating that the previous 
compromise had at one time satisfied the fears of all and proved the good faith 
of the conservationists. We urge again that the Congress give favorable con- 
sideration to H.R. 2331 in order that this poor man’s park, which is accessible 
to metropolitan Washington, can be developed for the recreation and pleasure 
of the general public. We think, also, that the committee cannot be oblivious 
to the overwhelming public support for the enactment of this measure. 

We thank the committee for their careful consideration of our comments and 
for their serious appraisal of the measures before it, since such care has char- 
acterized their actions in the past. 


Mr. Suirn. I should like to offer this summary now, if I may. 

Mrs. Prost. Is there objection? Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Smirn. I am Dr. Spencer M. Smith, Jr., the secretary of the 
Citizens Committee on Natural Resources. This is a conservation 
a which the committee should know is a lobbying organi- 
zation. 


It was an organization established in December 1954 as a result of 
a court decision. 
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Mrs. Prost. Off the record. 

(Off the record.) 

Mrs. Prosr. On the record. 

Mr. Smiru. As a result of the court action in 1954, regarding the 
Lobbying Act, many conservation organizations felt that “they vila 
be precluded from coming to the Congress and going to their people 
in matters pertaining to legisl: ation, and as a result, our organization 
was founded. We are quite pleased and proud of the composition of 
the citizens committee because it represents some of the most outstand- 
ing conservationists in the United States who are members of our 
committee as individuals and not as representatives of other organiza- 
tions. 

May we say, at the outset, three specific things: First, a brief history 
of this legislation ; second, why we approve of what we do; and, 
third, w hy we disapprove of what we do. 

I should like the committee to remember the brief history of the 
legislation in the 85th Congress. During the Senate consideration of 
a bill identical to the present H.R. 953 many of us were inquired of as to 
the problem of an adequate water supply. 

The Senate committee, at that time, quite properly was concerned 
about the water supply for the District of Columbia. A clause that 
would reserve any necessary area of the park for water impoundment 
if and when the C ongress felt such an impoundment to be nec essary 
was agreed upon by the conservationists and the measure passed the 
Senate with such a clause. 

That was the proviso that is now in H.R. 2331. We thought, with 
this reservation clause, that the problem would not have to be ap- 
proached until a measure was before the Congress advocating water 
impoundment. 

As to the introduction of the present measures, may we simply and, 
very briefly, state our position: We obviously prefer H.R. 953, because 
this seems to be the best and most sustaining way to establish the park. 
We have supported in the past, however, H.R. 2331 as acceptable, and 
we feel the reservation which is somewhat coincident with S. 77, pro- 
vides sufficient safeguards for any water impoundments that may be 
found necessary. 

Actually, we think H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331 should be enacted for 
three basic reasons, which I thought Mr. Poole stated quite succinctly. 

First, we feel that the protection and the future of the water sup- 
ply is sufficiently safeguarded by these bills. Secondly, we think the 

land at the present time will probably be the lowest cost ‘of acquisition 

that we will be able to effect at any time soon; and thirdly, we cannot 
see any need for a great expenditure of funds, as I think Mr. Grayson 
pointed out in his ‘testimony. It appears quite obvious that most of 
us are against heavy capital improvements in most of the parks. 

None of us are aware, at the present time, as to what these huge 
capital improv ements might be that might have to some day be in- 
undated as a result of the dam. Therefore, we feel that H.R. 953 or 
H.R. 2331 meet these three criteria and we would urge to the com- 
mittee that they pass on H.R. 953 or H.R. 2331. 

H.R. 5194, however, and its companion bill, H.R. 5344, we do not 
feel are park bills at all. We feel they are w ater bills and I thoroughly 
concur with Mr. Poole’s analysis that this prejudges the studies. 
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The Army Engineers are not acquainted at the present time as to 
where the best place to put a dam or dams. 

Why are these bills drafted as they are, and why do they exclude 
that part from New Brunswick on down ? Also, it would seem that 
the 5194 and 5344, besides imposing and prejudging a study, is of an 
administrative “Rube Goldberg” nature which appears to be unwork- 
able with the National Park Service not being able to operate in 
administering the park. In addition, it would establish a dangerous 

recedent for establishing a park with such a series of restraints. 

Certainly the Park Service has testified that they are opposing it 
and we certainly oppose it on these criteria. 

For that reason, Madam Chairman, we are very hopeful that the 
committee will give serious consideration to the park bills. The only 
two we feel are before you are H.R. 2331 and H.R. 953. We would 
rather have no bill than we would H.R. 5194. 

May I say simply by way of introduction of my colleague, who is 
to testify next, Mr. Crowder, who was asked by the citizens commit- 
tee—and I know other organizations have asked him, too—to come 
before the committee, because his intimate knowledge of the canal is 
very important and may be helpful to the committee. 

That concludes my statement. Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Do you have a statement ? 

Mr. Crowper. Not a prepared statement. I have some notes that 
are fairly close to what I expect to say that I have passed to the 
stenographer. It is a very short one. I am Orville W. Crowder. 
I was asked also to represent the C. & O. Canal Association and the 
Mountain Club of Maryland. I should like to report the position of 
these two organizations at this time. This will be quite brief. 

The C. & O. Canal Association is the group which grew out of the 
challenge hike of 1954, when two editors of the Washington Post and 
Times Herald accepted the challenge of Justice William C. Douglas— 
to come out and see for themselves whether the motor highway then 
being proposed for the canal bed was really a wise use of the property. 

Some two dozen naturalists, conservationists, and outdoorsmen fol- 
lowed the Justice on that walk. The result was the conviction that 
the historic canal and its magnificent natural surroundings should 
be preserved for their own values, and not altered or obliterated by 
the proposed roadway. 

That is now history. But the participants in the challenge hike 
were infected with an incurable enthusiasm for the valley and for 
the old canal. They determined to meet each year for a reunion hike 
somewhere along the towpath. Out of this, in turn, grew the organi- 
zation, the C. & O. Canal Association, dedicated to preservation of 
the relics of the canal and the natural beauties of the valley from 
Washington to Cumberland. 

At the hearings before this committee during the last Congress, 
the Canal Association presented its plea for the creation of a Canal 
National Park in some detail. This time, judging from the testi- 
mony offered these last 3 days, and from the questions directed by 
members of the committee, there is little need for promoting interest 
in the creation of the park. Everyone, so far, seems agreed that a 
national park is fully justified. 
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The question that has been before the committee is whether the pure 
park bills, H.R. 953 and 2331, should be approved, or whether the 
water-and-power bills, H.R. 5194 and 5344, should be reported favor. 
ably. To put it another way, whether, in establishing the Chesapeake 
and Ohio National Park, it is necessary to include rather elaborate 
restrictive wording limiting the development of that portion of the 
proposed park which would fall within the inundated area should 
a high dam later be built at River Bend. 

The C. & O. Canal Association much prefers the simple park bill 
introduced by Mr. Saylor, H.R. 953. However, we agree to the 
amendment added to S. 77 at the last Congress, and accordingly we 
are willing to go along with Mr. Foley’s bill, H.R. 2331. 

The association feels that the restrictive language in the two water- 
and-power bills, H.R. 5194 and 5344, is not actually necessary—and 
that it is so cumbersome that it would make the administration of the 
project very difficult for the National Park Service, and set a highly 
undesirable precedent for future national park legislation. 

The Canal Association’s members certainly would not want to stand 
in the way of a use of the basin which, based on a competent and com- 
prehensive report, would be urgently dictated for the good of the 
community. 

They simply feel that the amendment now incorporated into H.R. 
2331, backed by the ability of Congress to enact further legislation 
on its own merits, is sufficient. 

The Canal Association, therefore, urges the committee to report 
favorably on H.R. 2331. 

The Mountain Club of Maryland, with headquarters at Baltimore, 
is an organization of people who engage in hiking and mountain 
climbing, and who have a deep-rooted love of wilderness areas. They 
frequently hike, as individuals and as an organized group, along the 
C. & O. Canal towpath. They are engaged now in a series of organ- 
ized trips designed eventually to cover the entire 184-mile length of 
the towpath. I am an honorary life member of the Mountain Club, 
and its conservation consultant. 

The point of view they have asked me to present to the committee 
is identical with what I have just offered on behalf of the C. & 0. 
Canal Association, and they, therefore, also ask that H.R. 2331 be 
reported favorably. 

I should like to add one personal word. Last year in our hearings 
before this committee, the science of geography often came out at 
the end of the day pretty badly mauled. This year things are much 
better, but it is still understandable that this long stretch of river 
is not familiar to all of us. I am fairly familiar with the details of 
the route, and with the history of the canal. 

Last year, in connection with a hikers’ guidebook to the towpath 
on which I am working, I pushed a measuring wheel the entire length 
of the canal from the tidal lock here in Georgetown to the bitter end 
in downtown Cumberland, making extensive notes and talking to 
scores of local people along the way. On the same project, I’ve 
been exploring the massive correspondence files and records of the 
old canal company in the National Archives. 

If I can help by answering any questions on the route or the history 
of the canal, I should be glad to try and do so. 
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I suppose Mr. Ullman by now knows when the canal company 
went into baer dong. which we had to skip over a little bit yester- 
day, but anything along that line I would be glad to help with. 
Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you. 

Mrs. Prost. We appreciate very much, gentlemen, your coopera- 
tion in coming here as a group, even though you had not been able 
to prepare your statements in coordination. You have done a very 
fine job in presenting your case to the committee and we do appreci- 


OT choald like to ask, Mr. Smith, if I understood you correctly to 
say that you would prefer no bill at all rather than having to accept 
5194 or 5344? ; 

Mr. Smiru. Yes, Madam Chairman. You understood me cor- 
wey. Prost. In other words, you would recommend to this com- 
mittee, with full knowledge that these bills provide a reservation 
of only a 35-mile stretch out of the 185 miles of the canal area and 
that only until the Army Engineers’ report is completed, at which 
time a determination will be made as to whether or not the Washing- 
ton metropolitan area would need water, and whether that is the most 
feasible source of fresh water for the city. 

You would rather have this committee pass up the establishment of 
a national park for 150 miles of the old canal area if you could not 
have the whole 185-mile stretch ? 

Mr. Smiru. The way the chairman puts the question implies that 
this seems to be an awful greedy action on our part. It 1s a little 
more extensive. 

Mrs. Prost. Implies what? 

Mr. Smiru. That maybe we are being a little greedy, wanting the 
whole hog or nothing at all, but may I simply indicate here that the 
thing that bothers us, after extensive study—and we have some legal 
reaction to it now—is the precedent that this might effect in terms 
of acquisition of national parks all over the United States. Also we 
are not completely sure what this could conceivably do to some that 
we have already established, so there is more at stake here than just 
the C. & O. Canal. As much as we want the C. & O. canal park we 
certainly do not want to do anything to jeopardize the national park 
system or the acquisition of future national parks throughout the 
country. 

This is our reason for saying that H.R. 5194 constitutes a very 
dangerous situation. We would rather—and I do not mean to be 
indicating bitterness here at all— do something like the Army engi- 
neers do. We would rather put away our tents and fight again 
another day, which they have to do occasionally when a project does 
not become authorized. 

We have had a water impoundment program since—I think it was 
brought out in testimony—1946, that nobody has accepted up to now. 
I was here in the area when the Army engineers held two hearings, 
in 2 different years. They held hearings on River Bend Dam. I 
think anyone who was at those hearings, despite the fine courtesy of 
the colonel, for whom I have the greatest respect, would recognize he 
got to the train just ahead of the tar and feathering committee in both 
mstances. The community did not want these dams. The Army 
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engineers are studying them again. Maybe someday, if they want to 
come to the Congress ; with it. “and the people, and the Congress says 
this is necessary, ‘then we will build a d: um, but rather than jeopardize 
or suggest any jeopardy to the national park system, we would rather 
withdraw at the present time rather than accept H.R. 5194. I am 
sorry to be so long in response to the question. 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you, Mr. Smith. 

I have had to compromise a few times in my life, and there are 
times when I would rather have 90 percent of the loaf, than have 
nothing at all. 

Mr. Smirn. We thought we compromised last year. We had long 
discussion on it because there are only four n: itional parks in the en- 
tire national park system whereby there are specific reservations put 
in in order that impoundments may be undertaken, so this was a big 
step we took last year. We thought this had cleared the way and we 
had settled our critics on this, but we weren't quite prepared, can- 
didly, for 5194 this year. 

Mrs. Prost. Last year the Chair asked Conrad Wirth, Director of 
the National Park Service, whether he knew of any instances, since 
the National Park Act was established in 1916, in which a reservoir 
had been authorized, and his answer was that “Only in a minor in- 
stance.” In answer to the gentleman from | ennsylvania’ u's request on 
the day before yesterd: Ly, L believe, we have a statement for the record 
in which the Army engineers have set out that “there is only one in- 
stance in which Congress has authorized the corps to construct a reser- 
voir which would affect a previously established national park and in 
this instance the reservoir has not been construe ted, although 20 years 
have elapsed since the authorization of the project,” and the project 
referred to is on the Green River in Kentucky. For that reason, the 
Chair is concerned, and I go along with the concern of the gentleman 
with regard to the establishment of the park, but I am also concerned 
about future generations, and even the present, having sufficient water. 
I can recall since I have been in the Congress, which has been a very 
short period, but even the Capitol lawn, as well as other lawns in 
this vicinity, have turned brown for the lack of water. People were 
requested not to wash their cars during that low-water period. There? 
fore, with this condition existing I feel that this committee in ex- 
ercising the responsibility it is “charged with should reserve that 
35-mile stretch and disuade the Park Service from spending thousands 
of dollars on improvements and possibly a visitor’s center, since it 
is closer to Washineton, D.C. I do feel, however, that the reservation 
should be effective only until after the report comes in. 

By the same token, I am concerned with the fact that the canal 
continues to deteriorate, and it seems to me that possibly by giving it 
the status of a national historical park the Park Service might be 
encouraged to spend a little more money in restoration of the other 
150-mile stretch of the river and that we might go forward a little 
more progressively by acquiring additional 1: ands along the canal. 

Mr. Smirn. I can appreciate that, Madam Chairman. I would like 
to respond in this instance, that you are absolutely right that there have 
been very few invasions. The one that you mentioned I think is appro- 
priate. There may be another which m: Ly or may not qualify, but 
generally speaking, when a national park has been established, the 
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pusiness of building a dam therein has been a tough proposition. It 
is practically not possible. ; 

We think that is very interesting for this reason : Certainly the peo- 

le of this country at any time have the opportunity to make a judg- 
ment as to how they want their resources used. When there has been 
effort to put a dam ina national park, it means that a resource use for 
water supply or power or irrigation is being offered instead of park 

urposes—they have a choice to make, whether they want it one way 
or another, and I think it is much to the credit of the people—we cer- 
tainly think so—and much to the credit of the people who set aside the 
national park, that the public has preferred the national park and not 
the other use. All it means to me 1s when we have a period of 20 or 40 
years of the national parks not being invaded, apparently the people 
do not want them invaded. 

I think this is good. I think if the people would come to the con- 
clusion, or feel that this area was in jeopardy for water and a national 
park had to be invaded, I think it would be invaded, but the people are 
going to have to be convinced that it is in jeopardy because there have 
been other instances—the classic Hetch Hetchy, which is not com- 
pletely comparable here, where they built a dam they thought Was a 
must proposition when it was not. This was a long time ago. I think 
the people are going to have to have proof positive for water impound- 
ments in some of these areas. 

Up to now they have been pretty firm, I think, in stating what their 
preferences are. : 

Iam glad you brought this out. I cite this as something very im- 
portant, because it 1s very close to the people’s heart and if they have 
an area that they think should be set aside as a park, it is always a 
question of alternative opportunities, which they want, and up to 
now, as you have so properly brought out, they have given their answer 
pretty vocally on the matter. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Grayson, I notice that you referred to the silt prob- 
lem, and, of course, the Chair has mentioned the silt problem on a 
couple of occasions since these hearings have started. 

Is it your feeling that the majority of the silt that contributes to the 
Potomac River is all upstream, rather than its being in the lower 
reaches of the river or closer to Washington, I should say ? 

Mr. Grayson. Madam Chairman, to begin with, I will say I am not 
an expert on silt. I have always found the term confusing because | 
think one of my main concerns, in looking at this problem, is the pol- 
lution problem. I find that silt and pollution are often mixed in 
people’s minds. I do not think it is clear as to where the silt which 
results from, say, erosion and lack of conservation practices upstream 
might be confused with the sewerage problem downstream. 

Mrs. Prost. Was the gentleman here when the Chair referred to the 
Abel Wolman report with regard to the silt that is on the bottom of 
the stream bed, as well as the islands that have been formed by silt 
deposits ? 

Mr. Grayson. Yes. That was yesterday, I believe. 

Mrs. Prost. And Mr. Birrell, who was with Colonel Sumner. made 
the statement that they had even run out of an area in which to be able 
to place the dredged silt, or they had practically exhausted their 
sources of areas on which to pile the accumulated silt. My under- 
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standing was that the majority of this silt problem was the erosion 
from upstream, and certainly it would seem to me that a certain 
amount of it would accumulate as we come on downstream and that 
a dam or reservoir of some type close to Washington might check the 
silt and therefore clean up the pollution problem very materially, 
Do you not agree? 

Mr. Grayson. Madam Chairman, I agree that it should be checked 
upstream. I would like to think that conservation upstream could 
improve the whole situation of silt coming downstream. However, I 
cannot help but think that at a Bend dam such as proposed, that the 
idea of silt coming down into the water supply—I gather this ig g 
water supply dam—immediately conjures up in my mind what would 
happen to the water there if we got a lot of silt in it. 

Mrs. Prost. Of course, the silt settles when it stagnates in a reser- 
voir or a pool and it will settle. 

Mr. Birrell also testified that it would only fill approximately 4 per- 
cent within a 50-year period, which would indicate the dam at River 
Bend would check the silt flowing down the stream which inter. 
mingles with the fluid in the Washington, D.C., area. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utuman. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

I want to commend the witnesses. I know of them, I know their 
organizations, and I highly respect and regard their opinions in this 
matter. 

I think it is time in the hearings that we went back and looked at 
some principles. The first 18 lines in all four bills before us, 953, 
2331, 5194, and the other bill, 5344, are exactly the same. I think, if 
the Chair will allow me, I will read those: 


A BILL To establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and to 
provide for the administration and maintenance of a parkway in the State of Maryland, 


and for other purposes 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) there is hereby established the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park, for the purpose of preserv- 
ing and interpreting certain property in the State of Maryland for the benefit 
and inspiration of the people. The park, as initially established, shall comprise 
that particular property in Federal ownership contained not to exceed four 
thousand eight hundred acres, and situated along the line of the Chesapeake & 
Ohio Canal between the terminus of the George Washington Memorial Parkway, 
above the Great Falls of the Potomac River and a point within or in the vicinity 
of the city of Cumberland, Maryland, as may be determined by the Secretary of 
the Interior. The park may comprise such additional lands as may be acquired 
pursuant to subsection (b) hereof: Provided, That the total area of such park, 
including land already in Federal ownership, shall not exceed fifteen thousand 
acres. 


That language is identical in all four bills before us. Do any of 
you gentlemen contend that insofar as the establishment of the park 
is concerned, there is any difference between these bills? The na- 
tional park is established, as I read this language, for the full length 
of the parkway. 

Mr. Smiru. I would like to respond to that, Congressman Ullman. 
In all due credit to former President Hoover, this reminds me of some 
of his statements, whereby in his speeches he would go along and then 
he would say, “but,” and what followed in his statements so qualified 
what he had said earlier that there was some question as to exactly 
where he stood, so when you ask me the question about the first 18 
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lines, I would say this is introductory material in all bills, but this 
does not necessarily hold because the first 18 lines are qualified one 
way by some bills and qualified in other ways by others. 

Mr. Uuiman. This is my question—the question is: Do you deny, 
Dr. Smith, that this sets + a national park for the full length from 
Washington to Cumberland? 

Mr. SmirH. No. 

Mr. Uniman. It does? 

Mr. Smiru. It does, indeed. 

Mr. Uttman. It obviously does. It is in the language. No one 
can refute that. Of course, there are qualifications. They are differ- 
ent. I think it is time we went to the qualifications, 

Obviously in 953 it is a purist bill. When you get into 2331, there 
is one additional restriction which provides: 

That designation of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical 
Park purposes shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its use for such works as 
Congress may in the future authorize for improvement and extension of naviga- 
tion, or for flood control, or irrigation, or drainage, or for the development of 
hydroelectric power or other purposes. 

Then we get to 5194, and 5344. Let us look at the additional re- 
strictions as I read the language. 

Mr. Smiru. Where are you reading ? 

Mr. Utiman. I was reading 2331, the restriction in section 3(a), 
the reservation for multiple use in 2331. 

That is what I was reading. When you get into 5194 and 5344, 
they contain essentially the same reservation for multiple use for the 
whole canal as 2331, but in addition, as I read the language, and I 
think it is time we found out just exactly what these things do, it sets 
aside, or provides that this stretch of the canal between Great Falls 
and Brunswick shall not be developed for park purposes until 6 months 
after the Corps has given us a report on the multiple use, the study 
that they are now making. 

Then in addition, as I read the language, it provides back in sec- 
tion 3 that all expenditures shall not be made by the Secretary until 
after consultation. 

In other words, he can make the expenditures, but he cannot make 
them until after consultation with the Corps of Engineers and the 
Commissioners of the District regarding the expenditures. 

You pointed this out, Dr. Smith, as some kind of a monstrosity. 
In my opinion, it is high time the Secretary of the Interior, and of 
the Army, and other Federal people, got together on all of our major 
problems in this country. 

This business of going out and establishing an empire in the Park 
Service and in the Bureau of Reclamation, it seems to me, has to be 
stopped one of these days. 

ere, what we are doing is providing consultation on expenditures. 
If the language prohibits acquisition of additional land in this stretch 
of the river—and I do not think it does, that would be inundated by 
Big Bend Dam—then I would favor an amendment that would allow 
a of land in this stretch of the river because if it is going 
to be used for a dam or if it is going to be used for a park, it is still 
going to have to be purchased by the Federal Government. 
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I see no reason why all of these lands under 5194 could not be 
acquired, just as they could be acquired by the other bills. -So-al] 
we are getting down to in the difference in the bills is the fact that 
with this 35-mile stretch of the river they cannot make any improve- 
ments for park purposes and for the total stretch; the Secretary of 
the Interior can only make improvements after consultation with the 
Corps of Engineers and the Commissioners of the District. 

If you can see anything else in the language, any great differences 
or anything that is so highly unrealistic about this, I would like to 
hear it. 

Mr. Smiru. Let me respond to the Congressman from Oregon the 
fact that he has minimized this in a sense, and indicated that I cal] 
it a monstrosity. He also indicates that he would like to see these 
organizations get together. We would, too. We are strong for these 
organizations getting together, but in this instance, of course, in all 
the cases where these qualifications are made, the veto power is on the 
National Park Service. They go with a particular plan to an organi- 
zation and it may be approved or disapproved. 

For example, as the Congressman knows, we are having the same 
problem which is analogous here. We are trying to get amendment 
to the Federal Power Commission regulation in order that fish’ ‘get 
recognized as an imported resource, when they build a dam, just like 
navigation gets recognized, but we have not had very strong support 
from anybody in trying to do that, because they claim in this instance 
this would give the Secretary of the Interior the veto power. 

If we can bring these organizations together, where there is some 
tantamount responsibility, rather than prior responsibility, this is a 
different thing, but I think the Congressman would certainly grant us 
this: That in no instance, to the best of my knowledge, has a national 
park ever been instituted whereby the Park Service could not, and is 
precluded specifically from, developing the park and administering it 
as a part of the National Park Service, and we feel that to be a very 
dangerous precedent. 

Mr. Utiman. Mr. Smith, our basic problem here is you do not have 
a national park. It is owned by the Park Service. 

Mr. Smiru. That is correct. 

Mr. Uttman. Weare in the process of passing legislation setting up 
a national park. 

Mr. Smiru. That is correct. 

Mr. Utitman. Certainly if we go ahead and pass the authorization 
setting up a national park, then you have a legitimate argument. Then 
if we start moving in on a national park afterwards, then you will 
come here and you will have hordes of people saying, “You cannot 
disrupt a national park,” but what we are trying to do is look ahead 
and have a little foresight and try to analyze the problem. 

You made a point about “the people should decide.” If the people of 
the metropolitan area are given a choice as to whether they are going 
to have drinking water or whether they are going to have the 100-per- 
cent purist park or a little bit of compromise in the park, what are the 
enthe of Washington going to decide? 

Mr. Sorru. I think the people will decide first of all that this isa 
necessary dichotomy. I think the people are first of all going to have 
to decide whether, indeed, they can have drinking water and the park 
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and I submit that has not definitely been proven by anybody in front 
of this committee at thistime. _ ; 

Mr. Uttman. We are not deleting this area from the park. We are 

iving the whole park, with restrictions on a part of it. 

The only purpose is to decide where we are going to get the water. 
The Corps of Engineers is designated by law in the United States 
to make that determination. It is their responsibility. This com- 
mittee has got to turn to them to find out. 

All we want is for them to make their study, give them time to 
complete their study, so that they can make that determination and 
certainly if they can get their water elsewhere, who is going to make 
an argument for this dam? 

Mr. Smiru. The only point at issue that we have is I am not saying 
that the corps should not make this study; I am not saying that the 
committee in its wisdom does not have the right, in fact, the respon- 
sibility to actually make sure that the District or the metropolitan 
area be left without a source of water supply. It would be ridiculous 
for me to come before this committee with this suggestion. I am not 
doing that. I am saying that the kind of protection that the Con- 

ressman wants is the same kind of protection that I think he has a 
right to ask for, and I think that is included in 2133. 

he Congressman is saying that he thinks ultra protection is neces- 
sary in 5194, and I am saying I think that it goes much further than 
providing the kind of protection that he wants. I think that is the 
issue. 

Mr. Uttman. I outlined the restrictions. In my opinion they are 
highly reasonable. I happen to bea realist. I happen to know what 
will happen if the corps decides they want to have a dam. 

They will have very determined opposition. I think we should 
foresee this: We should have enough vision to give ourselves such 
safeguards that we won't have to run into this knockdown, dragout 
battle at some future date if the corps says we need it for water. 

Mr. Smirn. Congressman, if the corps thinks they need it, and they 
come up here and let’s say 5194 is the law, do you think the opposition 
18 going to be any different, whether you have 2133 passed or 5194 
passed? I don’t see any difference between them in this regard. 

Mr. Uttman. You will probably be here advocating the park under 
either circumstance. 

Mr. Smirn. Just a minute. The Congressman full well knows that 
the committee I represent has never been doctrinaire in this business 
of dams. We have supported, and supported strongly, one very im- 
portant dam that is very near to the Cinaaeainn’l heart, and I am 
talking about Hells Canyon. 

os And you are dear to my heart because of it. 

Mr. Smiru. Weare not doctrinaire opponents. 

Mr. Uttman. I think you are wonderful. 

Ithank the Chair. I amsorry I have taken so much time. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. Madam Chairman. I would like to ask each and every 
one of you five witnesses in turn to comment on this question: 

In 1930, the 71st Congress, in its 2d session, passed Public Law 284. 
Public Law 284 provides for the acquisition and establishment and 
development of the George Washington Memorial Parkway along the 
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Potomac from Mount Vernon and Fort Washington, to the Great 
Falls. It provides for the acquisition of lands in the District of 
Columbia and the States of Maryland and Virginia, requisite to the 
comprehensive park, parkway, and playgrounds system of the National 
Capital. It contains, in section 1, this proviso : 

Provided, That the acquisition of any land in the Potomac River Valley for 
park purposes shall not debar or limit or abridge its use for such works as Cop. 
gress may in the future authorize for the improvement and the extension of 
navigation, including the connection of the upper Potomac River with the Ohio 
River, or for flood control or irrigation or drainage, or for the development of 
hydroelectric power. 

Under the provisions of that act, the Army Engineers are in the 
process of, I believe, just completing a dam at Little Falls in this area, 

I would like to start with Mr. Grayson and ask around the table 
whether or not anyone of your organizations has appeared before any 
committee of Congress and protested the Army Engineers construction 
of that dam. 

Mr. Grayson ? 

Mr. Grayson. Mr. Congressman, no. As far as I know they have 
not. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Poole? 

Mr. Pooiz. No, and in fact, Mr. Saylor, we even advised the Army 
Engineers in getting a fish ladder over that dam. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Crowder ? 

Mr. Crowper. No, none that I represent. 

Mr. Saywor. Mr. Nadel ? 

Mr. Napeu. My answer is the same as Mr. Poole’s. We have sup- 
ported the Army Engineers in the construction of a fish ladder. 

Mr. Sartor. Dr. Smith ? 

Mr. Smirn. The same answer. We have not opposed. 

Mr. Uttman. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Saytor. In a moment, please. 

In addition, it was necessary in the construction of that dam for 
a large section of the canal to be bridged for quite a long period of 
time. Has any one of your organizations appeared before the Con- 
gress or any committee and protested the Army Engineers entering 
into an agreement with the park service for that type of an agree- 
ment so that that dam could be built for the furtherance of the water 
supply of the metropolitan area ? 

{r. Grayson ? 

Mr. Grayson. Not as far as I know, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Crowder? 

Mr. Crowner. No. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Nadel? 

Mr. Napev. Not as far as I know. 

Mr. Saytor. Dr. Smith? 

Mr. Samira. No. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, we have heard here in this committee for the 
last 3 or 4 days how important it is to control and have this supply 
of water, and that there was only one dam that could possibly supply 
it. The Army Engineers, the colonel who was here, had to admit 
that the plan has never been approved by the Army Engineers. 

We asked the colonel to furnish us with a list of the 14 storage dams 
in that plan and their capacity, and how it would affect the canal. 
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Madam Chairman, I would like to read into the record a portion 
of this, because I think it is extremely important: 

Chain Bridge on the Potomac, having a capacity of 49,000 acre-feet, 
would submerge 414 miles of the canal. bo 

The Bear Island Bridge on the Potomac would have a negligible 
storage capacity and would submerge 1% miles of the canal. _ 

The River Bend Dam on the Potomac—and that is the high River 
Bend Dam—would have a capacity of 1,110,000 acre-feet and would 
submerge 35 miles of the canal. ' 

The Harpers Ferry Dam would have a capacity of 77,000 acre-feet 
and submerge 13 miles of the canal. 

The Pinesburg Dam would have a capacity of 84,000 acre-feet and 
submerge 7.3 miles of this canal. 

The Orleans Dam would have a capacity of 45,000 acre-feet and 
submerge 12% miles of the canal. 

The Rockymarsh Run Dam would have a capacity of 21,000 acre- 
feet and would submerge 3.7 miles of the canal. 

The subtotal is that those seven dams would have a combined ca- 
pacity of 1,386,000 acre-feet and would submerge 78 miles of this 

ark. 

Now the startling facts come in the last seven dams: 

The Millville Dam on the Shenandoah would have a storage ca- 

acity of 790,000 acre-feet. It would flood none of the canal. The 
E oringfield Dam on the South Branch of the Potomac would have 
a storage capacity of 975,000 acre-feet. It would flood none of the 
canal. 

The Edes Fort on the Cacapon would have a storage capacity of 
300,000 acre-feet. It would flood none of the canal. The Patterson 
Creek Reservoir on Patterson Creek would have a storage capacity 
of 800,000 acre-feet. It would flood none of the canal. 

The Keyser Dam on the North Branch would have a capacity of 
1,000 acre-feet. It would flood none of the canal. 

The Royal Glen Dam on the South Branch of the Potomac would 
have a capacity of 259,000 acre-feet and flood none of the canal, and 
Brooks Gap on the North Fork of the Shenandoah would have a ca- 
pacity of 343,000 acre-feet and flood none of the canal. 

Now the dams which would fiood none of this park would supply 
metropolitan Washington, whose needs some people think are a pri- 
mary requisite in this bill, with 3,500,000 acre-feet of water. 

Now, Colonel Sumner, when he was here, testified that from the 
District of Columbia to the Monocacy River, there are no main flows 
into this Potomac River. Then he went on to describe where the 
flows come from Monocacy north and the silt that he described comes 
from that area, because you cannot get silt from the main stream of 
the Potomac from Monocacy River to Washington. 

Anybody that knows much about the Potomac and the limestone 
country it travels through between here and Monocacy realizes that 
a not get the silt from that area. You get the silt from the 

waters. 

I would like to ask you five men who are here whether or not you 
feel that 78 miles of the proposed Chesapeake and Ohio National 
Historical Park are in danger of being flooded rather than 35 miles 
if the provisions of H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344 are enacted. 
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We will start over here with Mr. Grayson. 

Mr. Grayson. I did not understand the question, sir. I under. 
stood right up to the last minute there. 

Mr. Saytor. Do you believe that, in view of these facts which the 
Army Engineers have just presented to this committee, that not the 
35 miles that has been referred to by the construction of the River 
Bend Dam, but actually 78 miles of the park are in danger of being 
inundated if H.R. 5194 or H.R. 5344 are enacted. 

Mr. Grayson. It sounds that way. I am overwhelmed by those 
figures. This is entirely news to me. 

Mr. Sartor. It really came as startling news to me, especially in 
view of the fact that this 14-dam monstrosity has never been ap- 
proved by the Army Engineers, and that what we are talking about 
with regard to the provisions of H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344 is not 35- 
mile limitation which each and every one of you say you are willing 
to accept the provisions of in H.R. 2331. 

Mr. Uttman. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Uttman. Where did you get those figures that you were quot- 
ing? Was this from this monstrosity that has never been approved 
by anybody ? 

Mr. Saytor. This came as part of of Colonel Sumner’s report ta 
the committee this morning. 

Mr. Utiman. They arose out of this study, this monstrosity that 
has never been approved by anybody ? 

Mr. Sartor. It has never been approved, that is right, which came, 
T am sure, to those of us who have been here for a long time, as a com- 

lete shock, because witnesses have appeared before this committee 
fore and told us the Army Engineers approved this project back 
in 1946. 

Mr. Poole, do you have any comments you desire to make on this 
situation in light of Colonel Sumner’s disclosure of the potential flood- 
ing of large sections of the proposed parkway ? 

r. Pootz. My impression is, Mr. Saylor, that all bills, with the 
exception of yours, hold the potential for flooding of any or all of the 
180-mile strip of the canal that we have agreed in testimony before the 
Senate committee 2 years ago, before this committee last year, and 
again this year, that we believe that we could live with this proviso 
that is in 2331, but we think it is completely contradictory to have the 
proviso that is in 2331 and then add the provisions that are in 51% 
and 5344. 

Mr. Saytor. Mr. Crowder? 

Mr. Crowper. The canal association has specifically objected to the 
implications, as well as the exact meaning of the wording included in 
5194, largely for the reason that it would indicate, if enacted into law, 
an intent to go along with such things in the future and would there- 
fore weaken the entire legislation so certainly they would feel that 
the danger of the construction and inundation of great portions of the 
= would be greatly increased by enactment of this language into 

aw. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Nadel? 

Mr. Napet. I believe the language of 5194 would be certainly a great 
wedge to the kind of condition that you visualize. 
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Mr, Sartor. Dr. Smith? 

Mr. Smiru. Well, I do not know what my reaction is. It is one of 
confusion. We continually debate water bills and we do not have a 
water bill before us. It is not before this committee. I was all pre- 

ared as to what area or areas were being considered for water im- 

undment when Colonel Sumner testified, I think on Tuesday. I 
think the chairman asked the question if it was not true that the best 
impounding place on this stream is at River Bend, and he responded, 
much to my very great surprise, in light of the previous Army Engi- 
neers stauches, and the proposals to the public, that he did not know 
until this new study was undertaken. Now we have discussions as- 
suming that if the dam is to be built at all it will be at River Bend, yet 
the Army Engineers say they do not know whether it is going to be 
built at River Bend. I do not know how we can make any determina- 
tion about water supply until there is a specific authorization before 
this committee and that we can make a judgment of whether we think 
itis any good or whether it is not. 

Until that time, I am in the dark, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Thank you, Doctor. 

Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska? 

Mr. McGintry. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Alaska? 

Mr. Rivers. I would like to ask Dr. Smith what he thought of the 
suggestion of the amendment made by the gentleman from Oregon in 
regard to allowing acquisitions in this 35-mile stretch. 

Mr. Smiru. This was an amendment to 5194 which at the present 
time re land acquisition and the gentleman from Oregon sug- 


gested that he would be willing to support an amendment to the b 
to allow this acquisition. 


Mr. Rivers. What do you think about that ? 

Mr. Smirn. It makes the bill less undesirable, but it would not re- 
move the stigma of its undesirability to me, sir. 

Mr. Pootr. Mr. Rivers, may I comment on that briefly ? 

Mr. Rivers. Yes. 

Mr. Pootr, The corps, last year, before this committee, again in 
their letters to the committee this year on the legislation under con- 
sideration, have found this proviso in 2331 acceptable to them. The 
District of Columbia Commissioners last year, before this committee, 
found that proviso acceptable to them. The National Park Service 
finds it acceptable. The conservation organizations find it acceptable. 
Mr. Saylor said yesterday it was acceptable to him. 

We think that rather than amend 5194, why not enact 2331, which 


is much more simple, much more straightforward, and will accom- 
plish the same thing ? 


Mr. Rivers. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from North Dakota? 

Mr. Burvick. I believe the five gentlemen testified that they all 
supported the Bloomington Dam in the upper reaches, is that correct ? 

Mr. Crowper. No. 

Mr. Burpicx. What was the dam that you referred to, Mr. Saylor? 


Mr. Sartor. The dam on the Potomac at Little Falls, just outside of 
Washington. 
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Mr. Burpicx. Yes. That is the one that you people supported? 

Mr. Srrn. That is right. 

Mr. Burpickx. Now, suppose that the Army Engineers in their find- 
ings concluded in 2 or 3 years, although I do not know how long it 
will take them—say 2 or 3 years—that the water supply of Wash- 
ington and the surrounding area is dependent upon the building of 
the dam. 

Would you support that judgment of the Engineers ? 

Mr. Smitru. May I respond to you, sir, on that ? 

Mr. Bourpicx. I will ask each of you. 

Mr. Grayson. 

Mr. Grayson. To begin with, I hardly think, much as I respect 
the work of the Army Engineers, I hardly think their study will be 
an impartial one. I cannot imagine their recommending against a 
dam. I think we are starting with the assumption that they are going 
to find a place for a dam and I am not convinced at all that there is 
such a water shortage. 

Mr. Burpick. You would not support such a finding ? 

Mr. Grayson. We don’t know. I think an impartial survey is 
needed. It is a little bit like asking a good carpenter if you need an 
extension on your house. Of course, he is going to recommend it and 
he will probably want to go to work on it. I think the trouble is in 
the bathroom. We need some modern plumbing. 

I think people like to build but they do not like to clean up. 

Mr. Buroick. Mr. Poole, what is your answer? Do you agree with 
the Army Engineers and their findings, if they so find ¢ 

Mr. Pootz. Mr. Grayson is the head of the exchequer, and speaker 
for my family. I like to see the facts and figures first. The Corps 
will have to put out at some future date their findings before I would 
like to take any position. 

Mr. Burpicx. Mr. Crowder, if the Army Engineers in their find- 
ings hold that the water supply of Washington depends on the dam 
and the lower reaches of the Potomac River, would you support their 
findings if they so found ? 

Mr. Crowper. As we have already said, we would not be in the 
position of desiring to interfere with something that was a neces- 
sity for the community, but we do not know how we could comment 
in advance on a proposition in which we do not have the details and 
do not understand the implications or alternatives. 

Mr. Burpicx. Mr. Nadel, what would be your response ? 

Mr. Napeu. I think we would give the report of the Army Engi- 
neers very earnest study but I do not think we could determine today 
wae our answer would be in the context of the situation 3 years from 
today. 

Mr. Burorck. In other words, you have supported their judgment 
in other matters, but you want to reserve your judgment in this 
matter ? 

Mr. Napet. I didn’t say that. I didn’t say we supported their 
judgment in other matters, because it would appear from the dis- 
approval of plans drawn up in 1944 that the Engineers are not en- 
tirely infallible, and the possibility of fallibility remains. 

Mr. Buroicx. Dr. Smith? 
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Mr. Suiru. Well, my reaction is pretty much what has been said 
before, but when you say to Mr. Nadel—and I presume the same thing 
could go to me, because our organization supported the dam at Little 
Falls are we compelled to support any Army Engineers’ project! We 
will support the Army Engineers’ judgment when we think it is right 
put not when we feel it is wrong. ; 

I agree with Mr. Churchill completely. He said war was too im- 

wrtant to leave to the generals. I think the economic development 
of the river basin is too important to leave to one group. I would 
certainly take the Army Engineers’ findings with the greatest serious- 
ness and look at them with great care, but I do not say that it is proof 
positive when the Army Engineers say there is a water shortage. 
There are a lot of things that go into that. I am not an engineer 
or hydrologist, but I have learned living, such as it is, as an econ- 
omist and a fairly good journeyman statistician. Water supply 
involves projections of need, population, and industry, and I think 
I have a professional right to make some criticisms of any project 
that comes before the public. I am going to do just this when I 
know what the proposal is and I will make my judgment at the 
time, Mr. Burdick. ; 

Mr. Forey. Madam Chairman, but prior to Mr. Saylor’s leav- 
ing—This is in fairness to you, my colleague, that I would like 
to introduce into the record my prepared statement, which I have 
for your benefit, so the next time we meet you will be able to know ex- 
actly what I have in my mind. I would like to state that the basis 
for my statement are three studies prepared by the Joint Committee 
on Metropolitan Washington Problems, of which Senator Bible was 
chairman, DeWitt Hyde, the sponsor of your 953 bill was the original 
sponsor last year, Wayne Morse, Glenn Beall, sponsor of S. 77 this 
year, and last year were members. The staff studies are of our 
metropolitan water problems dealing with recreational needs in the 
area, water supply problems, and finally solution of water pollution 
in this area. Tan offering my statement now, Madam Chairman, in 
fairness to my colleague, who also has introduced legislation, as an 
interpretation of what the proviso of H.R. 2331 should mean. 

It refers to acts of Congress in the future. My statement, which I 
am asking permission to have included in the record, is based upon 
what the Congress already has done in the Potomac River Basin since 
1956 and 1957, which I respectfully submit to this committee shows 
the true meaning of the proviso in H.R. 2331. My statement is a 
statement in support of H.R. 2331, with an amendment which I am 
submitting to the committee, interpreting, expanding, and explain- 
ing this proviso. Al] witnesses to date have supported the proviso. 

y statement, which I am submitting, is an interpretation of that 
proviso, H.R. 2331, and I am asking the privilege to insert it in the 
record at this time so you know, Mr. Saylor, what I have in mind. 

Mr. Sartor. No objection at all, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you. Then the Congressman’s statement will 
be placed in the record without objection. 

s there objection ? 
a Sartor. As if read, Madam Chairman, I want it to be in big 
prin 
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Mr. Fouey. Asif read. 

Mr. Sartor. I do not want to have to use a magnifying glass to read 
the small print. 

Mr. Forey. Madam Chairman and Mr. Burdick, I want to apolo- 
gize. Mr. Saylor was leaving the room, and I wanted to inform him, 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Burdick. 

Mr. Burpick. I have one more round of questions, and then I am 
through. 

Mr. Grayson, assuming that after the Army Engineers have made 
their study, and assuming you are then convinced that this reservoir 
and this dam is needed for the water supply of Washington, would it 
be very hard to justify the expenditure of taxpayers’ money now to 
develop an area that would be needed later ¢ 

Mr. Grayson. I think the area we are talking about is part of the 
C. & O. Canal Parkway, and as I have tried to point out, it would not 
involve any great expenditure. 

As to the development you refer to, I assume you mean development 
would go into the canal park and stand in danger of being flooded. | 
think heen developments would be very slight. I do not have it in de- 
tail, but I do have it in my written testimony, the steps we recommend 
for development of the park. 

Mr. Burpicx. Would it not be the greater part of wisdom to hold 
up the 35-mile area in order to find out for sure whether Washington 
needs the water supply? Would that not be the wiser thing to do? 

Mr. Grayson. I think it has wisely been brought out that what we 
favor is H.R. 953, and I think the compromise that was arrived at in 
H.R. 2331 is the better part of wisdom to me. 

Mr. Burpicx. I am referring to the bill and I am asking you as 
a citizen, would it not be wiser and more prudent to wait until this 
finding has been made by the Army Engineers before we develop that 
35 miles, outside of acquiring land ? 

Mr. Grayson. I think it is the way we attack the problem. I do 
not think so myself. 

Mr. Burpicx. What is your answer, Mr. Poole? 

Mr. Poote. Mr. Burdick, I am pleased you asked that question be- 
cause I had been hopeful earlier of attempting to make a point in this 
area. We brought out in our statement the time element. In the nor- 
mal course of events, we do not believe that a dam, even if author- 
ized, could be constructed at the River Bend Dam site—and this is the 
deciding question right now—much prior to 1970 and maybe much 
later. So we have an intervening period of 10, 12, or 15 years in 
which there is going to be no water impoundment there in the normal 
course of events. 

The C. & O. Canal near the District has been properly described as a 
poor man’s park. It is a trolley ride park, a bus park, a park where 
the people can hop into the family car and go in 15 or 20 minutes from 
their homes. 

We have all this concern about the expenditure of money. The 
Park Service tells us that the expenditure would be extremely nominal. 
It would involve picnic tables, a few trails, parking lots, very nominal 
in the history of expenditure on the part of the United States. 

Just by contrast, here is something which I read quite often in the 
newspapers. It cost this Government a million dollars a day or more 
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merely to store agricultural surpluses. I do not think the amount 
of money that will be expended here for this sort of thing is excessive, 
but I think the fact that the dam conceivably could not be built for 
10 or 15 years is very important, and I do not think that the hundreds 
of thousands of people who use that area now and the many more who 
could use it if it were better improved should be denied the opportun- 
ity to fully enjoy it within the next 10 or 15 years. 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Burpick. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. I notice you have referred to “a poor man’s park,” and 
it has been referred to a few times. I wondered if we should happen 
to have a reservoir that would provide water for Washington in the 
area, what about a poor man’s reservoir for recreation purposes, too? 

Mr. Pootz. That has some potentiality, Mrs. Pfost, and in some 
areas it has been found because of a drawdown that they are not really 
too inspiring once they are in operation. 

Mrs. Prost. That is all. Thank you. You may proceed, Mr. Bur- 

ick. 
’ Mr. Burpick. Out in the western part of the country where I come 
from they do a pretty good job of having recreation along with the 
reservoirs. ; 

Mr. Poote. May I say to the gentleman that I came from a little bit 
farther west than he did. 

Mr. Grayson. May I say I come from right here, and I think the 
recreation area we should concentrate on is below Washington. I can 
remember well when the lower part of the Potomac was a great recre- 
ation area. I think that is why pollution figures so definitely in here. 
I donot think we have to create recreation. We have it for us. 

Mr. Burpick. I wondered if you gentlemen in your wisdom thought 
it would be best to wait until the Army Engineers come through with 
their report before we spend any money on 35 miles of that river. 
That is the only question I asked you. 

Mr. Crowder, what is your answer? 

Mr. Crowper. I think and I believe our organizations feel it would 
be very prudent on the part of the Park Service to regard the likeli- 
hood of any dam construction or inundation in deciding what expendi- 
tures would be made. We feel that they could be trusted to do that, as 
fers citizens and as good administrators, and we do not feel that any 
egislation commanding them in extensive language would be necessary 
to insure that objective. 

Mr. Burpicx. Mr. Crowder, we will acquire the land; we will need 
the land for the park and for the reservoir. That will be accom- 
plished. We have 180 miles of river to develop. All we are saying 
and all I am asking is whether a wait of 2 or 3 years in a 85-mile por- 
tion of that river is an unreasonable lag in time. 

Mr. Crowper. I think it would be reasonable to expect that no ex- 
tensive structures be erected or funds spent beyond the normal re- 
quirement for protection and immediate use and development of the 
area. But still it does not seem necessary to spell that out in the law 
in detailed language. It seems to be well provided for without that. 
That is the position of the canal association, I am sure. 

Mr. Burvick. Mr. Nadel, do you think that position is unreasonable? 

Mr. Nave. As I understand it, Mr. Burdick, this is an authoriza- 
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tion bill and not an appropriation, and there would be needed for cop. 
solidation of the park area in that 35-mile stretch some 1,200 acres out 
of the 10,000 acres, I believe, that is being contemplated for acquisition, 

I do not think it would be unreasonable to believe that an Appro- 
priation Committee, later considering a request for appropriations for 
this area, would refer to the language in this bill and be reluctant 
to provide the necessary funds for the acquisition—and the acquisi- 
tion 1s Important now. 

Mr. Burpicx. We have no objection. 

Mr. Napex. I know, but the Appropriations Committee may have an 
objection, seeing this kind of language in the bill. That would be the 
deterrent. 

Mr. Burpick. Were the Appropriations Committee to see the lands 
were to be used either for a park or for a reservoir, I am sure that 
would not be a legitimate objection. 

Mr. Smith, I understand you would rather have no bill at all than 
H.R. 5194. 

Mr. Sorru. That is correct. 

Mr. Burpics. Is that your testimony ? 

Mr. Smiru. Yes. May I respond to your statement about the 35 
miles ¢ 

Mr. Burpicx. If you wish. 

Mr. Sarr. I should like to because, as I have said previously, you 
are prejudging, it seems to me by the question, the Army Engineers’ 
study which Colonel Sumner had not been willing to do in the testi- 
mony on Tuesday. Thechairman asked him whether he recommended 
as one of the best places for impoundment of water River Bend Dam, 
and he said he did not know. 

Now if we do not know, then how do you know that these 35 miles 
are the ones that you ought to hold up? That is why I think the 
2331 measure is much preferable to that because the 2331 measure 
does not say anything specific about any stretch of the river. It 
simply says that there is a reservation and after completion of the 
study itself, if it indicates that some feasible spot or ae should be 
built, that then the Congress is ready to entertain such a proposal. 

I do not see what the 35 miles means in this instance unless everyone 
is sure that they are coming up with the River Bend Dam in their 
studies, and the colonel says he does not know whether they are or 
not. I am just taking the colonel’s word for it. 

Mr. Bourpicx. I am not assuming the fact. I am merely asking a 
hypothetical question. 

That.is all. 

Mrs. Prosr. Are there further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your testimony. 

Mr. Smirn. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. 

Mr. Fo.ey. Madam Chairman, is it now in order for me to offer 
for the record, as if read, my statement which I have prepared? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. Fotry. I will hand it to the reporter. 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you very much. You have heard the unanimous- 
consent request. Is there objection to Congressman Foley’s statement 
being placed in the record at this point as if read? 

(No response. ) 
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Mrs. Prost. Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 


(The prepared statement of Mr. Foley follows:) 


SraTEMENT OF Hon. Jonun R. Forry, Representative, Sixtu Districr 
oF MarRyYLAND 


On March 23, 1959, in a letter to the chairman of the full committee, 
the Under Secretary of the Interior, Elmer F. Bennett, made the fol- 
lowing statement : 


We recommend the enactment of either H.R. 953 or H.R. 2331. 


In a letter dated March 20, 1959, addressed to the chairman of the 
full committee, the Secretary of the Army, Wilber M. Brucker, makes 
the following statement in paragraph 3, page 1: 

The Department is in full accord with the overall objectives of H.R. 2331, to 


preserve and develop the public recreational potentialities of the Chesapeake & 
Ohio Canal. 


On page 2 of the same letter, the Secretary of the Army continues 
az follows: 

The Department of the Army believes that acting on H.R. 2331 should be 
deferred pending completion of the overall study of development of the water 
resources of the basin now underway. However, should the committee deter- 
mine to proceed with this legislation, the Department would not interpose ob- 
jection thereto in view of the provision at lines 12 to 17, page 5, of the bill that 
the designation of the lands for park purposes shall not debar, limit, or abridge 


the use of the area for such water resource development as might be authorized 
in the future by Congress. 


In connection with H.R. 5194, the Under Secretary of the Interior 
informed the subcommittee that the bill is undesirable as it imposes 
certain prohibitions and limitations. In another letter to the chair. 
man of the committee, the Secretary of the Army approves H.R. 5194 
as 1t— 
recognizes that the Corps of Engineers of this Department is preparing a com- 
prehensive and unified plan for the development, utilization, and conservation 
of the water and related resources of the Potomac River Basin, with the coop- 
eration of interested Federal, State, and other agencies. 

The effect of these letters is that the Secretary of the Interior ap- 
proves H.R. 2331 and cisapproves H.R. 5194. The Secretary of the 
Army prefers H.R. 5194 and suggests that H.R. 2331 be deferred but 
interposes no objection to H.R. 2331. The reason for his suggestion 
that the bill be deferred is because of the survey of water resources 
in the Potomac River Basin which the Corps of Engineers is now 
undertaking. 

Asthe sponsor of both H.R. 2331 and H.R. 5194, I am hereby recom- 
mending to the subcommittee that it approve H.R. 2331 with the 
emendments that I am hereby proposing as follows: 

On page 2, line 9, after the word “acres” add the following: 

The lands comprising the part situated along the line of the Chesapeake & 
Ohio Canal between the terminus of the George Washington Parkway above the 
Great Falls of the Potomac, and a point within or in the vicinity of Brunswick, 
Md., shall not be developed or improved for park purposes (but may be other- 
wise administered in the same manner as park lands) until 6 months after the 
Secretary of the Army, with the approval of the President, submits to Congress, 
hot more than 3 years after enactment of this act, plans and recommendations 


coordinated with the Secretary of the Interior for a comprehensive development 
of the water resources of the Potomac River Basin. 
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The designation or acquisition of land for the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Nga. 
tional Historical Park shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its use for such 
works as the Congress may in the future authorize for municipal and domestic 
water supply, navigation, flood control, irrigation, drainage, hydroelectric power, 
or other beneficial purposes. 

The existence of the park shall not bar the Secretary of the Army, in coopera. 
tion with the Secretary of the Interior, from causing to be made within the 
Potomac River Basin and the park such investigations as in his judgment are 
necessary to determine the feasibility of such works. 

The cost to the United States of any lands which it has acquired or shal 
acquire for the park and which are utilized for such works for any of the pur- 
poses aforesaid shall become and be treated as a cost of those works. 

On page 5, line 11, place a comma after the word “thereof” and 
delete all words in lines 11 to 17, beginning with the words, “And 
provided further” and ending with the words, “other purposes.” 

I am respectfully recommending the foregoing amendments to 
H.R. 2331 for the purpose of making that bill more realistic and 
reflecting the work of the Joint Committee on Washington Metropoli- 
tan Problems which the Congress authorized in 1957, as well as the 
survey of the Potomac River Basin which the Congress authorized 
in 1956. The survey is being conducted now by the Corps of En- 

ineers. In 1959, the corps will survey that portion of the Potomac 

iver Basin between Cumberland, Md., and Harpers Ferry, W. Va, 
During 1960, if the Congress authorizes additional funds, the corps 
will survey that portion of the Potomac River Basin which lies be- 
tween Harpers Ferry, W. Va., and Great Falls on the Potomac. The 
proposed amendment will mean that H.R. 2331 reflects what Con- 
gress already has authorized concerning the study of the Potomac 
River Basin as well as the water problems of the Metropolitan Wash- 
ington area. 
he Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems has 
submitted applicable staff reports as follows: “Metropolitan Water 
Problems,” March 1958; “Water Supply,” April 1958; and “Sewage 
Disposal and Water Pollution,” March 1958. 

The subcommittee is requested to consider the pending bills in the 
context of these studies by the Joint Committee on Washington 
Metropolitan Problems and the present survey of the Potomac River 
by the Corps of Engineers. To put it another way, the pending bills 
to create the Chesapeake & Ohio National Historical Park should not 
be considered in isolation without reference to what Congress au- 
thorized in 1956 and 1957, in connection with the Potomac River 
Basin and the Metropolitan Washington area. 

With these facts in mind, I recommend to the subcommittee that 
H.R. 2331 be amended in the particulars suggested. I would like to 
explain the purpose and effect of the amendments. As the subcom- 
mittee knows, I have been in attendance throughout the whole course 
of the hearings. I have endeavored to make notes on the testimony 
presented by most witnesses. I have read carefully the statements filed 
for record. Based upon the testimony, the statements, and the staff 
reports of the Joint Committee, I have been persuaded that H.R. 
2331 as it presently stands is not realistic. And in making this state- 
ment, I hasten to emphasize that I strongly and forcefully oP 
the purpose of H.R. 2331 to establish a Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park now, this year, in 1959. 
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I am suggesting to the subcommittee that certain language that 
appears in H.R. 5194 beginning on page 2, line 9, be incorporated 
in H.R. 2331. This language would reserve for future development 
and improvement by the National Park Service approximately 35 
miles of the C. & O. Canal from Great Falls to Brunswick, Md. 
Testimony before the subcommittee when considered with the findings 
of the Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems pro- 
vides a reasonable basis for reserving this segment of the C. & O Canal 
until final plans for providing water for the Metropolitan Washington 
area have been prepared. 

In the staff report on “Water Supply,” on page 15, appears the 
following statement : 

Developments previously cited have shown that storage of Potomac River 
water for water supply will shortly be necessary in the Washington Metropolitan 
area. 

On page 18 of the report appears the following statement: 


The Potomac River had a 50-year average flow record of 7.5 billion gallons 
per day, and a low of 506 million gallons per day, which because of the lack 
of storage, must be accepted as a controlling value. 

On page 19, appears this statement : 

It is evident that storage facilities on the Potomac River are needed now. 
The rapidly expanding population in the metropolitan area and the increasing 
use of water upstream for domestic water supply and irrigation make this need 
greater each year. 

These findings by a committee of the Congress must be given 
credence. The testimony before the subcommittee is that the Potomac 
River area best suited to provide future water storage facilities for 
the Metropolitan Washington area is located in that segment from 
Great Falls to Brunswick, Md. But the nature and extent of the 
water storage facilities needed and proposed cannot be decided until 
the Corps of Engineers in 1961 files its report following survey of 
the area below Harpers Ferry, W. Va., to Great Falls in 1960. 

The amendments to H.R. 2331 that I propose give congressional 
recognition to the survey to be conducted in this area as well as staff 
reports of the Joint Committee on Washington Metropolitan Prob- 
lems. This amendment does not commit the Congress to a dam, in any 
dimension, any place in the area involved. It merely reserves that 

rtion of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal until Congress has been in- 
ormed as to what type of water facility should be developed in the 
= interest of those residing in the Metropolitan Washington area. 

urthermore, this amendment calls upon the Secretary of the Army 
to submit such a final report not more than 3 years after enactment 
of H.R. 2331. And his plans and recommendations must be coordi- 
nated with the Secretary of the Interior, 

Inasmuch as it is the purpose of Congress, through the work of its 
committees and subcommittees, to find facts and to be guided by the 
facts, it is respectfully submitted that this is a reasonable amendment 
and is justified by what the Congress already has done in the metro- 
politan area from 1957 to date and what the Department of the Army 
will do in the Potomac River Basin in 1960-61. I wish to emphasize 
at this point, that immediate development and improvement of the 

esapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park from Bruns- 
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wick to Cumberland, Md., should be instituted in 1959. That is the 
purpose of H.R. 2331. 

The second sentence of my proposed amendments to H.R. 2331 is 
basically nothing more than the proviso that appears in the bill on 
page 5, beginning with line 11 to 17. However, it has been changed 
to include the words “for municipal and domestic water supply.” It 
is submitted that inclusion of reference to water supply for the rea- 
sons cited before is realistic and proper. 

The third sentence of the proposed amendment reads as follows: 

The existence of the park shall not bar the Secretary of the Army, in coopera- 
tion with the Secretary of the Interior, from causing to be made within the 
Potomac River Basin and the park such investigations as in his judgment are 
necessary to determine the feasibility of such works. 

This language makes express what is implicit in the prior sentence. 
However, the investigations in the park must be conducted in cooper- 
ation with the Secretary of the Interior, This represents a change 
from the proposal in H.R. 5194 which appears on page 3, line 1. | 
propose deleting reference to the Commissioners of the District of Co- 
lumbia as I have been unable to find any basis or justification for the 
Commissioners conducting investigations in the Potomac River Basin 
or in the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. Such 
investigations are properly within the province of the Secretary of the 
Army and the Secretary of the Interior. 

The last sentence of the proposed amendment is purely a technical 
one and does not effect the establishment of the park itself. Finally, 
the last proposal is to delete the proviso that appears on page 5 of 
H.R. 2331 as it has been transposed to page 2 of H.R. 2331. 

It should be called to the committee’s attention that with the consid- 
eration being given to the proposals to create the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park this Subcommittee on Public Lands 
is engaging in a true pioneer effort here in the Metropolitan Washing- 
ton area. In support of this fact, I direct the committee’s attention 
to the staff report of the Joint Committee on Washington Metropoli- 
tan Problems dealing with “Metropolitan Water Problems,” 

On page 1 of this report, there appears the following statement: 

The life and growth of the Nation’s metropolis are tied to the Potomac River 
and its 9.3 million-acre watershed in many other ways. Indeed, the future use 
and development of this river basin must inevitably be influenced by the physi- 
eal, economic, and cultural demands of the metropolitan region. Already ques- 
tions have arisen in discussion and debate aroused over the future ability of the 
river and its tributaries in Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, and Pennsylvania 
to meet the expected higher demands for water supply, waste disposal, and elec- 
tric power, as well as for fishing, hunting, swimming, boating, and other recrea- 
tional opportunities. These requirements may well be more than double those 
of today wthin a short 20 to 25 years hence, when the population of Washington 


is expected to have attained at least twice its present number and be in a much 
more favorable position to enjoy the basin’s recreational opportunities. 


And on page 4 of the report appears the following statement : 


The impact of the National Capital region on the Potomac River Basin as a 
whole is making itself felt in many ways, as the preceding section has shown. 
It is evident that the river, its tributaries, and their watershed lands will be 
called on to an ever-increasing extent to furnish a variety of physical, economic, 
and social services, some of which are bound to enter into conflict with each 
other unless reasonably equitable solutions can be worked out. 
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On page 5: 

What the above brief summary of some of the metropolitan problems adds up 
to is that the Washington area and the Potomac River Basin as a whole are parts 
of a single natural complex. Both an expansion in and around the Capital will 
have repercussions throughout the basin; and, conversely, what happens in the 
Potomac hinterland upstream or downstream will affect the economic and cul- 
tural interests of the metropolis. In short, the land and water problems are 
all of a piece and need to be studied, analyzed, and worked out accordingly. This 
calls for more balanced planning and the development of a program wherein 
each phase of the Potomac Basin’s resource situation will be undertaken in rela- 
tion to and contemporaneous with the other phases in accordance with their 
respective status and needs for information. 


The proposed amendments I have offered to the subcommittee would 
give congressional recognition to the fact that there is a growing 
need for water in the Metropolitan Washington area and that a study 
is being made of this problem and that a program to solve the prob- 
lem will be forthcoming within a 3-year period. At the same time, 
the basic purpose of H.R. 2331 is to be carried out immediately, 
namely, development of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal into a_na- 
tional historical park from Brunswick to Cumberland, Md. This 
represents, in my judgment, balanced planning for the water problem 
and the land problem are being considered jointly. 

I wish to underscore the need for the development of the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. On page 7 of the 
same staff report, appears the following statement: 

However, public park and recreational facilities for day use and short-term 
use are notoriously deficient within 50 miles of the Nation’s Capital. This ap- 


plies above and below Washington on the Potomac and adjacent Chesapeake 
Bay areas. 


And again on page 7: 


Meeting these deficiencies in terms of the special conditions and objectives of 
a Potomac Basin recreation program will demand fresh thinking rather than 
the mere application of national averages and standards. To sum up, the 
correction of the shortages and imbalance among the land and water areas re- 
quired for recreation, relaxation, nature education, and spiritual refreshment 
represents a serious challenge to the ingenuity and initiative of the basin’s 
people and governments as does the question of how to clean up pollution or 
meet our future water supply requirements. 


In my opinion, the staff report on “Metropolitan Water Problems” 
supports the object of H.R. 2331 to establish Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park as well as the purpose of my amend- 
ment. On page 11 of the report appears the following statement: 

Pending further study and final decision on this issue, early steps might well 
be taken to acquire the riparian lands along both sides of the Potomac from 
Great Falls upstream. Acquisition would make available for public use badly 
needed river frontage that otherwise would be subject to high-density develop- 
ments. Such developments would not only deny recreational access but impair 
the National Capital’s water supply. 

It is respectfully submitted to the subcommittee that strong, com- 
pelling, and urgent reasons exist for the passage of H.R. 2331, creating 
the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. Likewise, 
it is submitted that the amendment I have proposed is a realistic one 
which will expedite the establishment of the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park; not commit the Congress to any pre- 
conceived water facility program on the Potomac River from Great 
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Falls to Brunswick; and at the same time recognizes that the explo. 

sive population growth of the Washington metropolitan area justifies 

the develoguneh of the recreational facilities of the Chesapeake and 

Ohio Canal National Historical Park but poses a water supply prob. 

lem which the Congress should not ignore while emphasizing justj- 

fiably the recreational needs of the Metropolitan Washington area, 
(The proposed amendments are as follows :) 


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 2331 


On page 2, line 9, after the word “acres” add the following : 

“The lands comprising the part situated along the line of the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal between the terminus of the George Washington Parkway 
above the Great Falls of the Potomac, and a point within or in the Vicinity 
of Brunswick, Maryland, shall not be developed or improved for park purposes 
(but may be otherwise administered in the same manner as park lands) until 
six months after the Secretary of the Army, with the approval of the President, 
submits to Congress, not more than three years after enactment of this Act, 
plans and recommendations coordinated with the Secretary of the Interior for 
a comprehensive development of the water resources of the Potomac River Basin, 

“The designation or acquisition of land for the Chesapeake and Ohio Cana] 
National Historical Park shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its use for such 
works as the Congress may in the future authorize for municipal and domestic 
water supply, navigation, flood control, irrigation, drainage, hydroelectric power, 
or other beneficial purposes. 

“The existence of the park shall not bar the Secretary of the Army, in eo 
operation with the Secretary of the Interior, from causing to be made within 
the Potomac River Basin and the park such investigations as in his judgment 
are necessary to determine the feasibility of such works. 

“The cost to the United States of any lands which it has acquired or shall 
acquire for the park and which are utilized for such works for any of the purposes 
aforesaid shall become and be treated as a cost of those works.” 

On page 5, line 11 place a comma after the word “thereof” and delete all 
words in lines 11 to 17, beginning with the words, “And provided further” and 
ending with the words, “other purposes”’. 


Mrs. Prost. The Chair cannot give an indication to the committee 
members as to just when the hearings on the C. & O. Canal bills will 
resume. There are some measures that hearings have been held on 
which we feel will necessarily need to take precedence over the C. & 0. 
Canal bills. 

We think there is to be some hearing time made available to this 
committee in April, and if that is true, we would hope we might get 
back to the C. & O. bills. 

Before the committee members leave, the Chair would like to ask 
unanimous consent that approximately 40 pieces of correspondence, 
wires and letters, be placed in the appendix of the record. 

Is there objection ? 

(No response. ) 

Mrs. Prost. Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Also there is a statement by the Izaak Walton League of America, 
by Mr. J. W. Penfold, whose statement should follow immediately the 
five gentlemen who have just testified. Is there objection to Mr. 
Penfold’s statement going in the record following the immediately 
previous testimony ? 

(No response. ) 

Mrs. Prost. Hearing none, it is so ordered. ; 

The Chair wishes to thank the members for their interest, their 
cooperation, and loyal attendance through these hearings. 

The committee stands adjourned. 
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(The statement of Mr. Penfold follows :) 


STATEMENT OF J. W. PENFOLD 


Madam Chairman, I am J. W. Penfold, conservation director of the 
Izaak Walton League of America, a nationwide membership organization dedi- 
cated to the conservation and wise use of America’s natural resources. League 
peadquarters is in Illinois, however, I maintain an office here in the Nation’s 

ital. 

"Ton sure that the members of this committee are familiar with the position 
of the Izaak Walton League with respect to establishment of the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. We have expressed ourselves several 
times before this committee, and before its counterpart committee in the Senate. 
We strongly support the park as the essential core of a remarkable valley extend- 
ing from Great Falls to Cumberland, which possesses a wide variety of high 
quality recreation opportunity of essential importance to the increasing millions 
of this region. 

During the 18 months I have resided in the Washington area, I have had 
opportunity personally to explore some of these recreation opportunities. While 
not trying to pose as any sort of expert, I can assure you that the Potomac 
Valley differs from the great scenic recreation areas of other parts of the Nation 
only in kind, not quality. 

The Izaak Walton League is concerned with the perpetuation of these recrea- 
tion opportunities and their appropriate development to make them accessible 
and useful to meet the increasing needs of the public. We are not interested in 
the creation of a national park, just for the sake of having another park in the 
system ; nor are we urging this park as a means of preventing the construction 
ofadam. Parks, just as dams, must be justified on their own merits. Over the 
years, we have been convinced from our own studies that park status for the 
¢. & O. Canal is an essential ingredient in a master plan for the development of 
the whole Potomac Valley. It is with this thought in mind that we have con- 
sidered the several proposals now before you. 

We endorse H.R. 953. We accept the proviso in H.R. 2331 (by which it differs 
from H. R. 953) because we recognize that Congress does and must have the 
authority to restudy and reconsider past decisions in the light of new data and 
the requirements of future generations. This proviso states the principle dis- 
tinctly and in brief, forthright language. 

By the same token, we oppose H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344. Both of these pro- 
posals would hold out a national historical park with one hand while the other 
hand reaches out to snatch it back. 

Who can say exactly what the Army Engineers’ study will recommend? What 
proposals with what alternatives will they have to suggest? Perhaps they will 
include a dam at the River Bend site. Perhaps they will offer alternatives in 
quite other reaches of the river. When that time comes, Congress will have the 
opporunity, responsibility, and authority to study such proposals and alternatives 
in terms of the entire valley, in terms of all the needs of the people and in light 
of considerably more precise data than is available today. 

The proviso in H.R. 2331, consequently, is actually more broad in its implica- 
tions than is all the language added in H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344, which seeks to 
prejudge and anticipate what eventual decisions a future Congress will be called 
upon to make. 

H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344 contain language which we believe is a far cry from 
the traditional attitude of this committee and of the Congress with respect to 
sound resource administration. Section 3(b) contains a provision which directs 
the Secretary of the Army and the Commissioners of the District of Columbia to 
serve as watchdogs, for Congress, over expenditures made by the Secretary of 
the Interior in carrying out his responsibilities over this national park. Watch- 
dogs with the responsibility to anticipate not only what the 87th, 88th, or 89th 
Congress may wish to do, but the 100th, 101st ad infinitum. 

Madan Chairman, I really believe that the Izaak Walton League would rather 
drop entirely the Chesapeake and Ohio National Historical Park proposal than 
permit such unsound policy to gin any foothold in our national park system. 

In conclusion, Madan Chairman, may I reiterate the support of the Izaak 
Walton League of America for H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331. We can assure the com- 
mittee, that at such time in the future as proposals for development within the 
Potomac Valley are made, which might impinge on the great recreation opportuni- 
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ties of the area, we shall study them on their merits in light of all the needs of 
the people, and will, as we always try to do, adopt a sound and constructive 
position in terms of all the resource needs of the people. 


Mrs. Prost. The Chair has a statement of Mr. Paul A. Wagner, 
representing the Central Maryland AFL-CIO, and the Potomac (Co. 
operative Federation, which I would ask unanimous consent to place 
inthe record. Is there objection ? 

(No response. ) 

Mrs. Prost. Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

( The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF PAUL A. WAGNER, REPRESENTING THE CENTRAL MaAryYLAnp 
AFL-CIO on BeHALrF or H.R. 2331 


Members of the committee, we support the immediate enactment of H.R. 2331. 
This bill closely parallels H.R. 953 (Mr. Saylor’s bill) and 8. 77 (Mr. Beall’s 
bill). 

We cannot emphasize too strongly the need for congressional leadership in de 
veloping the natural features of the C. & O. Canal as a historical national park, 
with attendant benefits for outdoor recreational activity. 

The need for a park area has long been recognized. The variety of recreg- 
tional developments that can be pursued within the proposed Chesapeake and 
Ohio Park area are very numerous. 

Apart from the demonstrated need for a recreational development that would 
be of immediate service to several millions of people within a 2-hour driving 
time of the Chesapeake and Ohio Park, we, of the Central Maryland Labor 
Council, give a high priority to the economic necessity for such a Chesapeake 
and Ohio Park development at this time. The creation of a recreational-based 
industry is practically the sole hope of the section of the Nation in which the 
park area is located. 

We have had at hand for more than 10 years a report of a committee of the 
State of Maryland appoined by then-Governor Lane, which states that the nat: 
ural features of an area generally in the geographical location of the ©. & 0, 
Canal should be converted into a summer and winter recreational area. 

We see a short-term gain in employment through the passage of this bill and 
the immediate development and the making ready of campsites, picnic areas, 
recreational developments through restoration of the canal proper, ete. Of even 
more importance is the long-term economic gain that would flow from the C. & 0; 
Canal development of recreation-based occupations. 

There would be a restoration, too, of trade and service-type businesses in the 
small communities that would serve as natural stopping places for those making 
use of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park recreational areas. 

In our concern for the economic stability and well-being of the area adjacent 
to the Chesapeake and Ohio Park we view the passage of H.R. 2331 as equiva- 
lent to any broad, area redevelopment or community facilities bills which are 
now pending before other committees of the Congress. 

Assuming that the Congress passes an area redevelopment bill, we would come 
back to the point which we are making before this committee ; namely, to develop 
our natural resources is to create employment. These natural resources are 
centered in the Potomac Valley and the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park. The 
economic gain from a park development can be counted in terms of immediate 
work opportunities, and in enlivening the channels of trade for those communi- 
ties that are located within the park area additional job opportunities are 
created. No other activity—of either a public or private nature—offers any ray 
of hope that will relieve an aggravated employment situation that has persisted 
from the end of World War II in the Cumberland area. 

The employment situation worsens as a decline in aircraft employment takes 
place in the Washington County area. This only serves to underscore the pro- 
posal of Governor Lane’s committee of 10 years ago: that the unequaled natural 
features which abound along the route of the C. & O. Canal should and must 
be developed as economically feasible and necessary. 


Again we urge the committee to give H.R. 2331 a favorable report for the rea- 
sons which we here summarize: 
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An unexcelled junction of river, canal, field, and mountain that should be 
developed and maintained as part of the heritage and for the enjoyment 
of all the people of the United States; 

The short-term creation of work opportunities as the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal National Park becomes a reality ; 

The long-term economic values in providing a recreational setting for 
more people having more leisure time, now and in the future. 

The time for action on the Chesapeake and Ohio Park has never been more 


propitious. 
The facts have been gathered over the years, and the arguments have not 
changed. 


It is a matter of concluding the action and providing the leadership which we 
are confident this committee is willing and able to provide. 
A favorable report on H.R. 2331 can be the answer. 


STATEMENT OF POTOMAC COOPERATIVE FEDERATION, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


The Potomac Cooperative Federation is an organization of consumer coopera- 
tives representing over 28,000 families in the Potomac area. Our members repre- 
sent urban and suburban consumers joined together to provide democratically 
administered services in many fiields. Our members participate actively in 
community affairs, and take seriously their responsibility in a democracy to im- 
prove conditions and raise living standards in the communities where they live. 

We believe that the full development of the Potomac River for the benefit of 
the greatest number of residents of the Metropolitan Washington area requires 
a multipurpose development program. This should provide for an adequate and 
safe water supply which promises to be of growing importance in this area, for 
pollution abatement which is already long overdue, for increased recreational 
facilities connected with the Potomac, for improved flood control, for hydro- 
electric power, and for an enhancing of the natural scenic attraction in the 
Nation’s Capital. 

Since we believe that passage of H.R. 5194 would go far to provide this con- 
structive development, we urge you to give this bill favorable action. 


Mrs. Prost. The committee stands in adjournment. 
(Whereupon, at 12:18 p.m., the subiommittee adjourned, subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 
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CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL 
HISTORICAL PARK 


MONDAY, APRIL 20, 1959 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic Lanps, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, at 10:05 a.m., pursuant to call, in the com- 
mittee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie Pfost, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the further consideration of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park. 

Our first witness this morning will be Mr. David V. Auld, Director 
of Sanitary Engineering, District of Columbia Government, and Mr. 
Irving Bryan, Assistant Corporation Counsel, District of Columbia 
Government. 

Is Mr. Bryan here ? 

Mr. Autp. Mr. Bryan will not be here this morning, Madam Chair- 
man. 

Mrs. Prost. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID V. AULD, DIRECTOR OF DEPARTMENT OF 
SANITARY ENGINEERING, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Autp. Thank you very much. 

Madam Chairman and gentlemen, I have a statement on behalf of 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, copies of which, I 
believe, you also have. I should like to read parts of it in the interest 
of saving your time. 

Although all of the proposed park is to be located in the State of 
Ma or and outside of the boundaries of the District of Columbia, 
the Commissioners desire to emphasize that the District of Columbia 
has a vital interest in the establishment of the park, inasmuch as the 
= of the park could operate to restrict or preempt the future 

evelopment of the river from the standpoint of supplying water for a 
rapidly expanding Washington Metropolitan area. The Potomac is 
the only water source for the District of Columbia and Arlington, 

arts of Fairfax County and the city of Falls Church, all in Virginia. 

e river will shortly become a principal source for water used in 
a and Prince Georges Counties in Maryland. It is ex- 

that the population of the Washington Metropolitan area will 
increase in the next 40 years to approximately 4,800,000 persons. 
Ninety percent of the water required for this population must be 
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provided by the Potomac River. It has been demonstrated that the 
Potomac River cannot supply the quantity of water demanded by 
2 population of this size without flow regulation. Adequate regulation 
will require impoundments within the Potomac watershed. Just 
where and when such impoundments should be placed have not yet 
been determined. ‘ : 

The Commissioners are pleased to note, therefore, that the first 
section of H.R. 5194 provides in part that: 

“The designation or acquisition of land for the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal National Historical Park shall not bar or prejudice its uge 
for such works as the Congress may hereafter authorize for municipal 
and domestic water supply navigation, flood control, drainage, hydro- 
electric power, or other beneficial purposes. * * *”. 

The Commissioners also note that other features of H.R. 5194 are 
designed to make it possible, should it ever be necessary, for action 
to a be taken with respect to improving the District of Columbia water 
supply and general beneficial development of the Potomac River with- 
out endangering a large investment in the establishment of the pro- 
posed park. This aspect of the problem is taken care of by subsection 
(b) of section 3 of H.R. 5194, requiring consultation at least once a 
year with respect to the development of the pact and the expenditure 
of funds for such development, to the end that such ex penditiiil as 
may be needed are reasonably justified by the benefits to be received 
as a result of such expenditures. Accordingly, in the belief that H.R. 
5194 contains provisions which will have the effect of insuring that the 
development of the Potomac River for water supply and other bene- 
ficial purposes continue paramount, while at the same time providing 
additional recreational facilities for the residents of the metropolitan 
area of the District of Columbia, the Commissioners favor its 
enactment. 

Those are the only excerpts that I propose to read, Madam Chair- 
man. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Auld. 

Mr. Autp. I have several personal thoughts in amplification of that. 

I am particularly impressed personal —and I am referring to 
H.R. 5194—with the portion of section 3, paragraph (a), which re 
quires that the Secretary of the Army shall complete a plan for river 
development and that the same shall be coordinated with the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

I am also impressed with subparagraph (b) of that section which 
provides that also the Secretary of the Interior shall complete a study 
in sufficient time to be incorporated with the report of the Secretary 
of the Army of the Department of the Interior plans and recommen- 
dations for the designation, use, and development of park lands as an 
integral part of the comprehensive development, of the water and re 
lated resources of the Potomac, which plans shall be coordinated with 
those of the Secretary of the Army. 

I feel that this provision of the bill would contribute much to truly 
coordinated development and utilization of the water and the related 
land resources, including parks, in the Potomac Valley. 

The enactment with appropriate adherence to its provisions should 
advance the realization of all of the benefits, not just a few, which 
the Potomac could provide for the future generations of the metro- 
politan area. 
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Madam Chairman, that is the extent of my prepared statement. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, the chairman 
of our full committee, Mr. Aspinall 

Mr. Asprnaui. Mr. Auld, such a program as this committee iow has 
before it, of course, sooner or later will resolve itself, where we have 
conflicting extremes on each side into a compromise or a so-called 
middle of the road approach, so that we can get some benefit from 
thislegislation. ie 

I think we also have to realize that a theory of priority of prospec- 
tive use in a national resource cannot forever maintain as a matter of 
course its priority when other uses are found to have value. Legisla- 
tion such as that now before us should be considered in that hight by 
this committee. This would not be so difficult if this problem origi- 
nated out in my area, because we there would have the appropriation 
theory of water rights; and if there was any need for the water by a 
big metropolitan area like this, we would have a filing and that would 
take care of the situation. 

I would like to know what the District of Columbia has done so far 
toward trying to firm up any right to this value that is present in 
the Potomac ‘River area for the people of the District. What have 
you done heretofore? | 1. 

Mr. Autp. The taking of water from the Potomac River for munici- 
pal purposes was granted by the Legislature of Maryland, I believe, 
in about 1853. So the use of the water was cleared at that time. 

Mr. Asprnaty. And to what extent do you have a right to take 
water from the Potomac River and to make developments in order to 
protect that use? eS as ; 

Mr. Auitp. There is no quantitative restriction on the broad rights 
originally granted to the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. AsprnaLL. You mean there is no limitation; is that what you 
mean ? 

Mr. Autp. No, there is no limitation. 

Mr. Asprnatu. In other words, if the District of Columbia needs 
all of that water for domestic purposes, it is entitled to take it; is that 
right ? 

r. Aub. There is nothing to bar that use that I know of. 

Mr. Asprnau. .What has been the position that the District of Co- 
lumbia has taken in these decades since then? Has it proceeded along 
that theory ¢ 

Mr. Autp. We have proceeded along that theory. There has never 
been a question of insufficiency until recently. There has always been 
enough water for the District. And I might say from the records of 
low flow, that were the District standing alone, we would have no 
concern as a municipality for the sufficiency of the Potomac. 

Mr. Asprnau. That is, as it is now ? 

Mr. Autp. As it is. Within our 60-odd square miles of area, we 
do not think we will cram enough people into that area to exhaust 
the unregulated flow of the Potomac. But our position has changed 
from the large population concentration, essentially to one of a minor 
group. We are only part of a 2 million person complex which we 

ow now will go to 4 million, 5 million, and possible 10 million. 
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Mr. Asprnauu. For my own information, are all of those areas tied 
into the District system for the furnishing of water to the vicinity 
of the various places? 

Mr. Autp. No, they are not. In the District system, the water jg 
collected and purified by the Corps of Engineers, which is actually 
performing a municipal function with municipal funds, when it does 
it. That water, so produced, supplies the District of Columbia, all of 
Arlington County, Falls Church, and some 30,000 or 40,000 people in 
Fairfax County, supplied through the Falls Church system. That ig 
the present extent of the municipal responsibility ‘for water supply, 

Mr. Asprnatu. Let me ask you now: How do the people of Silver 
Spring, Spring Valley, and those areas get their domestic water? 

Mr. Avtp. Silver Spring, at this time, is supplied from the Pa- 
tuxent, through the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, 
The Patuxent has almost fully developed its potential for water sup- 
ply purposes. It is something under 50 million gallons daily. And 
the Sanitary Commission in ixviond is, therefore, now building a 
filter plant and water intake on the Potomac. They have, I am sur, 
been assigned certain rights to use water by the State agency in Mary- 
land, which has the authority to make such assignments, the Depart- 
ment of Geology, Mines, and Water Resources. 

Incidentally, that same body in Maryland has assigned, I believe, 
the right to take water to Fairfax County. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Is it your opinion that it will be necessary, rather 
soon, to provide for reservoirs of more or less large capacity in order 
to supply these domestic water users, that is along the Potomac River, 
or can such reservoirs be constructed away from the river channel 
itself ? 

Mr. Avtp. First, it would appear that soon after 1970 the unregu- 
lated flow of the Potomac will be insufficient, at times, for the maxi- 
mum water requirements of the area. 

Now, at that point, some storage will be required. If we assume 
that there will be a growth in demand, there should then be increments 
of storage provided which would keep up with, or ahead of it. That 
becomes, I think, economically unfeasible. So that when we talk in 
terms of storage, it should be accomplished in units of volume which 
will last some significant time, remembering that the people who use 
the water and store it must also pay for it. 

Mr. Asprnaty. In your study that you made of this problem, does 
it appear to you at this time that a multiple-purpose project, not only 
to furnish water for the District of Columbia and its environs but 
also for a project which could produce power, would be desirable! 
I do not ask you if it would be feasible. I ask you if it would be 
desirable. Or have you gotten into that problem at all? 

Mr. Autp. We have not concerned ourselves with that question at 
the municipal level. That study is being made by the Corps of Engi- 
neers. 

Mr. Asrrnati. I have just one other question. In your opinion, 
as you think of the health of the District of Columbia and its en- 
virons, can you think of any higher use to which water of the Potomac 
River can be put other than that to serve the people domestically? 

Mr. Avutp. That is the accepted highest use of any water. 

Mr. Asprnaut. I think that is all. 
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Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon. bh nee 

Mr. Utuman. Mr. Auld, the purpose of river regulation is to take 
care of your low-flow cycle. If we were to enter into a low-flow cycle, 
similar to what we had in the thirties, what would be the situation 
with regard to the supply of water for municipal use now ? 

Mr. Autp. At this time? 

Mr. Utitman. Yes. 

Mr. Autp. I think we would be all right. 

Mr. Utiman. You would still be all right ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes. I would hope we could make out until about 1970. 

Mr. Uttman. In other words, the figure you used of 1970 was a low- 
flow cycle figure? 

Mr. Autp. Yes. There may be factors that we have no control over 
which would alter that date. They might advance it; I am thinking 
there of agricultural use of water which would have the effect of 
reducing the quantity available in Washington. 

Mr. Micesiye You mentioned the Maryland law as the authority 
for your water rights on the river. What is the situation in Virginia? 

Mr. Aub. Virginia taking water directly, must go to Maryland for 
the assi ent or allocation of water. 

Mr. Uttman. What is the reason for that? 

Mr. Avuip. The river is under Maryland’s jurisdiction and the 
boundary between the States is the south shore. The main stem is 
entirely in Maryland, except where it passes through the District. 

Mr. Uttman. But Fairfax County and the Virginia metropolitan 
areas have not had any trouble getting this authority from Maryland, 
is that right ? 

Mr. Autp. If my memory is correct, they got such an assignment 
for Fairfax. 

Mr. Uttman. We are concerned with sanitation, of course, too, as 
you are. What is the present situation in the river with regard to 
raw sewage and your program for sewage disposal, very briefly ? 

Mr. Autp. The District of Columbia sewage treatment plant has 
been expanded in capacity and in the degree of treatment, and will 
go into continuous operation with secondary treatment at the end 
of this week. The improvement in the river below the city, I think, 
will be striking. 

As matters now stand, about 98 percent of the sewage generated in 
the system by the District reaches treatment, about 2 percent escapes 
untreated through the operation of the combined system of sewers 
which serves about 50 percent of the area of the District of Columbia. 

The escape of raw sewage is certainly a degrading factor and there 
= locations in the river which are certainly degraded as a result of 
that. 

Generally, the river is going up in quality, not down, both through 
our efforts and those of other communities which have, in recent years, 
built treatment plants. 

Mr. Utuman. The fact still remains, however, that river frontage— 
the river as it flows through Washington is still rather badly con- 
taminated, is is not? 
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Mr. Aub. Yes, it is not uniformly the same. Where it enters the 
District it is fairly good, and as far down as Key Bridge it is peg. 
sonably good most of the time. From Key Bridge to Memoria] 
Bridge, it begins to deteriorate; there are times when it is bad and 
times when it isgood. Below Hains Point it is never good. 

Mr. Utitman. Have you made a study of the silt problem? 

Mr. Auup. We have not. We, again, are depending on the Corps 
of Engineers in their study to bring that out. 

Mr. Uniman. One final question. It has been stated by some wit- 
nesses that adequate water could be taken from the river as it flows 
through Washington—in other words, below the Chain Bridge area— 
between that point and the point where the tide backs it up; that there 
would be ample supplies of fresh water to take care of all further 
needs. Would you comment on that ? 

Mr. Autp. I would dispute the feasibility of that method of getting 
a supplemental water supply. It must be remembered that sewage 
treatment is not 100 percent effective. I know of no conventional 
treatment which results in an absolutely pure effluent. If you vis. 
ualize the conditions under which we would have to take water from 
the tidal part of the river, that would be when there is no flow through 
from above, because all incoming water to the city would be con- 
sumed in drinking and returned to the river as treated sewage. 

If there is no flow and nothing but effluent, I cannot believe we 
would ever regard that as:a satisfactory water source. 

Moreover, there is a matter of expense. To purify water of that 
type, I think, would be quite costly and certainly cost as much as im- 
poundment, at least to insure a good quality. 

Mr. Utitman. Thank you. Thatisall. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentlewoman from Illinois. 

Mrs. Stupson. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. Ruruerrorp. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Saunp. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. McGrntey. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. Burpickx. Do I understand the statement of the Commissioners 
is that the preferable legislation is 5194? 

Mr. Avuup. Yes. 

Mr. Burvicx. Do you think that reserves the reservoir space and 
preserves a supply for the future ? 

Mr. Autp. I think that most clearly protects the future. 

Mr. Burpicx. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Auld, I wanted to ask a question or two with 
regard to the silt problem. Is the silt problem a very great problem 
for the District at this time? 

Mr. Avtp. Yes. I think that the silt is such that although we will 
treat sewage and greatly reduce the contamination of the river, its 
attractiveness will be, for all practical purposes, unchanged; that 1s, 
its attractiveness for recreational purposes. 

Moreover, the ability of the river to assimilate the small quantities of 
organic matter which are released in the treated effluent will be greatly 
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impaired by silt deposition on the bottom. The capacity of a river 
for assimilation is built around its ability to absorb oxygen, and much 
of that is taken from plant growth, microscopic growths, that is 
cmothered out by silt. 

’ Mrs. Prost. 1 notice in your testimony last year you stated, “It has 
been under the influence of a certain amount of pollution from up- 
stream communities and industries, but it has improved greatly and 
its is quite satisfactory when it reaches Great Falls? | 

Are you saying that the majority of the siltation comes below 
Great Falls? 

Mr. Auto. That statement was made without respect to silt. Silt 
is not much of a problem in a water supply because that can be re- 
moved entirely by the treatment process. I had reference there to 
organic pollution and contamination, bacterial contamination. 

{rs. Prost. Do you feel it would be of any great value to have a 
reservoir, or some method of settling the silt upstream? Would it 
assist materially in your purity problem ? 

Mr. Aub. I feel that would be an important part of any program 
toreally clear up the Potomac for recreational purposes around Wash- 
ington. 

The Prost. I notice in an April 7 story that was put out by Aubrey 
Graves, that Justice William O. Douglas has stated that the average 
flow of the Potomac is something like 4 trillion gallons a day and the 
reforestation and upstream soil practices can stabilize this flow. Do 
you have any knowledge of what has been done in the form of re- 
forestation or conservation practices upstream to try to prevent the 
silt from getting into the stream ? 

Mr. Auxtp. I do not consider I am well informed on that. My 
information is purely hearsay. I know there are conservation pro- 
grams in much of the Potomac Valley, under the States mostly, and 
the Department of Agriculture. I seriously question, however, the 
assumption of Justice Douglas, or Mr. Graves, whichever it was, 
that we can stabilize the flows of the Potomae to the extent that we 
would need by conservation alone. 

Mrs. Prost. Me states further—and this is in line with the state- 
ment you made and I want to see how it fits into the picture as you 
see it—“There are 75 billion gallons of water, more than enough for 
Washington’s future needs, in 20 to 40 miles of fresh water in a wide, 
deep, natural reservoir in the estuary of the Potomac right beside 
Washington.” What is he referring to? 

Mr. Aub. He is talking about the tidal belt of the Potomac from 
Little Falls downstream, the same area that was covered in an earlier 
question. 

Mrs. Prosr. In other words, this supply then would be adequate only 
for the concentrated District of Columbia area and not the entire 
metropolitan area / 

Mr. Avutp. I may have misunderstood your first question, Madam 
Chairman. I thought you were speaking of this tidal prism of water 
downstream to which the writer referred. As to what comes in from 
above in the river itself, we still hold to the low flow record of 506 
million gallons daily, will clearly be insufficient by 1970 or shortly 


thereafter. 
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Mrs. Prost. Then the estuary reservoir he speaks about would be 
salt water, would it not, or at least it would contain a certain per- 
centage of salt water? 

Mr. Avtp. It would not be salt water in the immediate Vicinity of 
the city, except insofar as the salt might be there from sewage or 
treated sewage which will make up almost all of that prism at times, 

When you consume the water coming into the valley, say at Great 
Falls, and return that to the tidal zone as treated effluent and yoy 
have no makeup water whatever, it seems to me you are just going 
to concentrate treated sewage, and that is what Justice Douglas sug- 
gests as a potential source of water. 

Mrs. Prosr. That is the method they suggest to get additional fresh 
water ? 

Mr. Autp. Yes. 

Mrs. Prosr. Treated sewage is the water supply this article refers 
to rather thana fresh water supply. 

Mr. Avutp. That is my understanding. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Auld, you are here in a dual capacity, is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Avutp. I am representing the Commissioners, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Sartor. Therefore, the statement submitted to this committee 
under date of March 17, over the signature of Robert E. McLaugh- 
lin, you are ready to attempt to defend. 

Mr. Autp. Yes, Iam. 

Mr. Sartor. What are these bills that we have before us? What 
is the purpose of them ? 

Mr. Avtp. To establish, under certain conditions, a Chesapeake 
and Ohio National Historical Park. 

Mr. Sartor. Is there anything in the original bill which was intro- 
duced, which has anything to do with the water supply for Washing- 
ton ? 

Mr. Autp. By number, there is one 

Mr. Saywor. Let us start with the first one, H.R. 953, which was the 
original bill that was introduced. 

Mr. Avutp. I believe that has no reference to water supply. 

Mr. Saytor. That is to establish a park ? 

Mr. Avtp. That is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. You know the reason I raised these questions, that is 
what these bills were started for, and it has gone completely berserk. 
These hearings have no more relation to the establishment of a park, 
in my humble opinion, than they do to a tax problem. 

Mr. Asprnati. Would my colleague yield? 

Mr. Saytor. Just a minute, because I state this in all sincerity. Be- 
-ause here is the head Commissioner of the District of Columbia that 
comes before this committee and makes this statement: “The District 
of Columbia has a vital interest. in the establishment of a park,” and 
then he adds this: “Inasmuch as the presence of the park would operate 
to restrict or preempt the future development of the river from the 
standpoint of supplying water for a rapidly expanding metropolitan 
area.” 

I want you to tell me and tell the American public just where the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia have the effrontery to 
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come before this committee and say that the establishment of a park 


has artything to do with preempting or restricting the future develop- 


ment of the Potomac River for a water supply. 

Mr. Aub. It seems to me, and I am sure it seems so to the Commis- 
sioners, that the development of the park and the utilization of lands 
along the C. & O. Canal could operate to make it virtually impossible, 
through sentiment or congressional reluctance to destroy that thing 
of value, whatever it is, by inundation. Some inundation, some place, 
will doubtless be necessary, some lands must be covered with water at 
some time for the metropolitan area. And this seems to me just an 
effort on their part to look ahead so that the inevitable can be antici- 
pated. Dea ; — . 

Mr. Sayvor. If that is the basis of the Commissioner’s statement, 
ou have got to have some precedent. You have got to have some- 
thing to point to if that is the thinking of the present Commissioners. 
Now, I want you to tell this committee what the precedent is that this 
Congress 1s so calloused that it will not think of the rights of the 
people of Washington when they are presented to them at some future 
time, that. you must, as a representative of the Commissioners, come 
in here and oppose the establishment of a national park. 

Mr. Aviv. I do not consider, sir, that this is a matter of opposi- 
tion. 

Mr. Sayvor. | want to tell you that you had better get out and talk 
to the people that are out in the city, because everybody in the District 
of Columbia, in the metropolitan area is satisfied that the people who 
are carrying the ball to prevent the establishment of the C. and O. 
Canal Park are the present Commissioners of the District of Columbia. 
You have been picked out as the ones that are going to stop the C. and 
0. Canal Park. 

Mr. Auxp. That is certainly not the purpose of the Commissioners 
and {think that. should be apparent from what they say. 

Mr. Saytor. It certainly is not the impression that is out and it 
certainly is not the impression that comes to some of the members of 
this committee. 

Mr. Aup. It seems to me that the Commissioners are quite within 
their rights to wish to anticipate the future and to do everything pos- 
sible to insure the coordinated development of the park and of the 
river valley as a whole. This they would hope to accomplish. 

Mr. Saytor. Well, it seems strange that this continuing body of 
Commissioners have done nothing for years about the water supply of 
Washington and suddenly, when we decide to establish a C. and O. 
Canal National Park, they suddenly become gravely concerned about 
the water problem. If these Commissioners down there and their 
predecessors had been at all interested in the water problem of the 
Metropolitan Washington, they would have been before the Appro- 
priations Committees of Congress years ago to see to it that they had 
their water supply amply taken care of. 

Mr. Autp. For that purpose—— 

Mr. Savior. Let me ask you the next question. 

Mr. Asrpinaty. Will my colleague yield there ? 

Mr. Saytor. No, I am not going to. 


Mr. Asprnati. My colleague was not here when the witness made 
his first statement. 
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Mr. Saytor. I apologize for not being here. If the weather hag 
been decent, I would have been here. But I have the original state. 
ment here, that is why I asked him if he represented the Commis. 
sioners and he said he did. 

I want to know who gave you this figure of 4,800,000 people in the 
next 40 years ? 

Mr. Aub. That figure has been accepted in many quarters, 

Mr. Sartor. That is not what I asked you. 

Mr. Autp. That came from the Washington Board of Trade, 

Mr. Sartor. Do you know who figured it out for the Washington 
Board of Trade? 

Mr. Autp. Yes; Dr, Picard. 

Mr. Saytor. Do you have the formula he used to arrive at it! 

Mr. Autp. I have not examined the doctor’s figures. That figure 
has been considered quite reliably by many. 

Mr. Sartor. I did not ask you whether it was reliable or not, I 
asked you where you got the figure. 

Mr. Autp. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Whether or not it is reliable, those of us in charge 
will determine. 

Mr. Autp. Time will tell. 

Mr. Saytor. Now, since you have placed such a tremendous im- 
portance upon silt in the river, will you tell me where the silt in the 
Potomac River immediately above Washington comes from? 

Mr. Avuutp. Most of it is generated in the valley below the Blue 
Ridge. 

Mr. Sartor. Let us start up the river above Washington. In the 
so-called 35-mile stretch, is there any stream or major body coming 
into the Potomac in that area ? 

Mr. Autp. The Monocacy. 

Mr. Sayvor. That is not 1n the 35-mile stretch. If you appear here 
as an expert witness in behalf of the District of Columbia, you should 
know that. 

Mr. Autp. It is close to the 35-mile stretch. 

Mr. Sartor. It is at Frederick; is it not? 

Mr. Autp. The Monocacy enters the Potomac at the Montgomery 
County line, the line between Frederick County and Montgomery 
County, and I think it is 20 to 25 miles above Great Falls and Great 
Falls is 9 miles outside of the District of Columbia boundary. 

Mr. Sartor. Then, if this 35 miles we are talking about, from 
Great Falls will backwater up past the Monocacy, is that correct! 

Mr. Avutp. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. Is it going to flood out the plant that has just 
been put up there? 

Mr. Autp. No, sir. 

Mr. Sayvor. You are not going to flood that out? 

Mr. Autp. No, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. How are you going to prevent it ? 

Mr. Autp. The plant has anticipated the maximum height of water 
which would develop from development in there. 

Mr. Sartor. Where is the next body that deposits any large amount 
of silt ? 
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Mr. Auto. I am afraid I could not tell you. I think it comes from 
many of the minor tributaries, as well as major ones. The silt prob- 
lem is not fully solved. It is included among those things which 
the Corps of Engineers must study in its present plans. 

Mr ices. It seems strange to me—I would like to go back to 
the original question of where are the examples of the precedent 
which Mr. McLaughlin must have had to make the statement he had 
that the park would operate to restrict or preempt the future devel- 

ments of the river from the standpoint of the supply of water for 

e rapidly expanding Washington Metropolitan area. 

Where is the example you have? 

Mr. Auto. I do not think he had an example and the word used 
was “could.” I would repeat, sir, that the desire was to insure that 
there be coordinated planning in anticipation of these require- 
ments, The Potomac Valley has many resources, all of which are 
important to the people here and outside the District of Columbia. 
Included among those are certainly the park and the wilderness 
areas. Also included is the water to drink. They should be re- 
conciled. Certainly no better time for reconciliation could occur than 
atthe outset of a project suchasthis. = 

Mr. Sartor. Did the present Commissioners, or predecessors, ever 
complain when the Federal Government bought the C. & O. Canal 


roperty 
: Mr. ld They did not, sir. 

Mr. Sartor. Did they ever complain when they turned it over to 
the Interior Department to be operated by them ? 

Mr. Autp. No, sir. 

Mr. Saytor. Then why do they come in here now and complain? 

Mr. Aub. I think the circumstances are manifestly different. 

Mr. Sartor. What are the things that are different? 

Mr. Autp. The areas you first spoke of are those which were of no 
concern from a water supply standpoint, as far as possible impound- 
ment is concerned. That above Great Falls is potentially involved. 

Mr. Sartor. The whole river is potentially involved ? 

Mr. Aut. It certainly is. 

Mr. Sartor. Then you ought to protest the whole thing; you do 
not want any of it. 

Mr. Aut. There is certain language in this bill which is sufficiently 
general to provide that. protection. 

Mr. Sartor. But it is the opinion of the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia that succeeding Congresses will not be cognizant 
of Washington’s problems and, therefore, that they will not respond 
tothe demand that is made here from the public. 

Mr, Auto. I do not think the Commissioners could presume that, 
but they could hope, sir, this Congress would be cognizant. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all, Madam Chairman. 

Mr, Rurnerrorp. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. Rutuerrorp. I do not want to get in the argument other than 
recognizing it is a downstream community or area, I can appreciate 
the Commissioners’ desire to preserve the rights to the water and not 
tosee it hampered in any way. 

Mr. Asrinati. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

39315—59——11 











158 CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


Mr. Rvuruerrorp. I will yield. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Mr. Auld, T think one of the first questions I asked 
you had to do with Washington’ s rights to the river, and what date 
was it you told me you had ‘made an | agreement with Maryland ag to 
the waters of the Potomac River ? 

Mr. Avutp. That permission, as I remember it, was 1853, or there. 
abouts. 

Mr. Asprnati. 1859. As far as you know that agreement has never 
been in jeopardy up until now; is that right? 

Mr. Auxp. Yes. 

Mr. Asprnatu. You did not—I am speaking now of the Commis. 
sioners—the Commissioners did not ask for this Jegislati 1on at this time, 
did they ? 

Mr. Autp. No, sir. 

Mr. Asprnauu. Let me ask you this: Do you know whether or not 
the Commissioners were taken into the confidence of those who have 
been pressing for this legislation before it was introduced in the last 
session of Congress, the 8! 5th Congress ? 

Mr. Avtp. I am not aware of any conferences beforehand. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Now, my colleague from Pennsylvania, who is one 
of the finest advocates for conservation values, suggested that you had 
not presented any opposition at all, as far as the group you represent, 
to the original Chesapeake & Ohio Canal purchase and to its admis. 
sion by the Department of the Interior. Your rights to the water on 
the Potomac and the protection of the present and future users in the 
District of Columbia: and its environs, which may be served out of 
this, have never been in soopeney before the introduction of this piece 
of legislation. Is that not true? 

Mr. Avnp. They have never been in jeopardy, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatu, As I understand, the Commissioners do not come 
before this committee at any time proposing any definite plan, either 
which might be handicapped by the proposed Chesapeake & Ohio Park, 
or which might serve further the interest of the users in the Distriet 
of Columbia and its environs. 

You do not have any plan. All you are asking at the present time 
is before some use which because of the peculiar development of feel- 
ing among a certain group of people in the United States has estab- 
lished a' possible priority—all you are asking for is that priority of 
attention be not given, at the present time, to a development which 
might embarrass the development which you think is necessary for 
the people whom you represent. Is that correct? 

Mr. Autp. That is precisely the thought. 

Mr. Asprnatu. May I say, I think you are on sound grounds in that 
respect. I spoke in the beginning that here we have two extremes 
and the bill which was introduced as 5194 is an attempt, of course, to 
get to a compromise position even before legislative discussion. 

I am sure that my colleague over here w ill ace ‘ept the situation as it 
really is—that if we set aside an area as a national park, we say here 
is No. 1 priority, and one must yore very conclusive evidence 
before he can have what some of us ask for as a doctrine of multiple 
use of these areas. That is the only reason I see that you are here 
representing the Commissioners, 1s that correct ? 

Mr. Autp. That is correct. 
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Mr. Asprnauy. I thank you very much. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. Anverson. I have no questions. 

Mrs. Prost. ‘The gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. Lancer. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentlem an from Alaska. 

Mr. Rivers. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Auld. We do appreciate 
our testimony and also the fact that you have given us the benefit of 
your knowledge. I know you have made an intensive study of this 

m. 
Se deers. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman and gentlemen. 

Mrs. Prosr. The next witness is Gen. U. S. Grant III, American 
Planning and Civic Association and the Committee of One Hundred 
forthe Federal City. 

We are happy to have you with us this morning, General Grant. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Madam Chairman, may I be recognized to welcome 
our distinguished witness at this time ? This is the first time you have 
appeared before this committee this year, as I remember. General 
Grant's reputation as a public servant in this particular area and to the 
Nation generally, and the values which he has protected, certainly 
places him in the forefront of the conservation group. We are glad 
to have you here. 

Mr. Sartor. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Asprnauu. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. I would like to concur in that welcome and to also 
say, Madam Chairman and other members of the committee, who do 
not know that General Grant, in addition to the offices which you 
specified, is also the head of the Civil War Commission, which is 
getting ready to celebrate the centennial of that war under the leader- 
ship of General Grant, who has done a tremendous job. 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. U. S. GRANT III, RETIRED, AMERICAN 
PLANNING AND CIVIC ASSOCIATION 


‘General GRANT. I must apologize, Madam Chairman and members 
of the committee, for not having a large number of mimeographed 
copies of my statement. But I did not get notice of the hearing until 
my returning from Richmond, Friday night, and it was not possible 
to write it and have it duplicated before this morning. But I will be 
happy to furnish each member of the committee a copy as soon as it 
can be duplicated. 

On behalf of the American Planning and Civic Association, of which 
Tam president, I thank your committee for allowing me to appear in 
favor of the legislation to establish the C. & O. Canal and contiguous 
natural areas as a national historical park—more specifically, to urge 
passage of H.R. 953. We offer no serious objection to H.R. 2331 
except that the last proviso in section 3(a) gives in advance an implied 
Congressional approval to the idea of a high multipurpose dam, 
which is unnecessary, as Congress can always amend the basic law and 
authorize such structures if and when it finds them in the public in- 
lerest, and the proviso can therefore only have meaning as some assur- 
ance that such a project will have sympathetic consideration when 
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proposed ; but no such project is now before the Congress and neither 
the need for it nor exact features and effects are known. 

The proposal to “develop” the Potomac River for multipurpose use 
of its waters is one that is thrust upon us perennially. A quarter of 
a century ago it was proposed by a reputable and competent commer- 
cial power company, frankly, for the development of hydroelectric 
power, with the water supply and flood control features offered as 
added inducements. Our association played a prominent part in pre- 
venting the issue of a permit for it by the Federal Power Commission, 
along with the then National Capitol Park and Planning Commission, 
I am sure your committee will agree that it was fortunate the permit 
was not granted. ! 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, who is the author of H.R. 953, 
has at a previous hearing read to you some of the effects of the last proj- 
ect which was initiated by the District Engineer and never approved 
because the outcry against it was so strong and backed by such popu- 
lar opposition at a hearing held by the Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors that the Board did not on it, and so it never came 
up before Congress. However, it probably indicates pretty much what 
the new study, now in course of being made, will bring forth with 
minor revisions. You doubtless noted that it is not the flooding out of a 
few miles of the canal, nor of 35 miles, but of 80 or more which it threat- 
ens. 

What to our minds is especially unique and important about the 
historical and educational value of the C. & O. Canal is the fact that it 
is the only example of the canal age in America that remains intact 
throughout its length and can, with some not too expensive repairs, be 
made available again for actual use for the instruction and enjoyment 
of the public. It happens that I am chairman of the committee of the 
American Society of Civil Engineers to preserve the ruins of the old 
Potomac Canal at Great Falls on the Virginia shore as a memorial to 
“George Washington, the Engineer,” as soon as the site passes into 
Government ownership. These remains are of special interest because 
they belong to one of the first canal projects in this country, a project 
conceived by our first President before the Revolution and the out- 
standing relic of his work as an engineer. 

On the other hand, the C. & O. Canal is one of the last projects of 
the period in our history when water transportation was essential to 
the movement of heavy freight. The two together bracket that period 
of our national history, and the C. & O. Canal can still be preserved in 
its entirety and operated as a unique example of the transportation of 
an important period in American history. Lumber, stone, grain, flour, 
whisky, and especially coal were moved over it to Georgetown. Inits 
most prosperous years, 800 boats are reported to have been in use onit, 
and in 1871, 850,000 tons of coal were transported. 

“One of the first private industrial telephone systems in the world 
was installed along the canal” (National Geographic Magazine, July 
1945). The first spade of earth was dug for it by President John Quin- 
cy Adams on July 4, 1828, and General Merver, president of the com- 
pany, on this occasion said the canal would be “a conquest over phys!- 
cal nature such as has never been achieved by man.” Indeed, it 18 4 
monument to the courage and ingenuity and resourcefulness of our 
forefathers, considering the limitations of the machinery and equip- | 
ment available to them. 
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During the Civil War it played its part. General Lee’s army, in his 
two invasions of the North, found the upper Potomac fordable at low 
water and the canal the greater obstacle. In a burst of energy, Gen- 
eral McClellan is reported to have planned a crossing over pontoon 
pridges of the river and an incursion into Confederate territory, but the 
canal locks were discovered to be 2 inches too narrow for the pontoon 
boats and the expedition was given up. With somewhat ponderous 
humor, Secretary of the Treasury Chase remarked that it seemed to 
have died of lockjaw. ‘The Confederates were never able to blow up 
the locks and aqueducts, although they tried several times. 

I have dwelt at some length on the special historic interest of the 
canal as a landmark in the development of our country, because it 
seems to our association to have, in its entirety, a special and unique 
yalue that merits its preservation. We may well ask ourselves with 
Edward Everett: “How is the spirit of a free people to be formed 
and animated and cheered but out of the storehouse of its historical 
recollections ¢” : 

Now, we concur in the priority that must be given to the provi- 
sion of water for municipal and domestic use, and we appreciate the 
problem that the District Engineer faces in providing for the essential 
needs of the future large population that must be expected in this 
metropolitan area. However, I am convinced that no high dam is 
necessary for this purpose, nor is it necessary to flood any portion of 
the canal to provide for these essential needs. As far as I know, no 
serious study has been or is being made to determine how these needs 
can be provided for without flooding any part of the canal. The 
series of high dams under consideration is essential to the successful 


' production of hydroelectric power and this is being urged in an area 


close to ample supplies of coal, heretofore a most important industry 
inour national economy and now suffering from creeping inanition. 

Therefore, I submit that if it is desirable in the public interest to pro- 
vide Government-subsidized electric power—and we all know that such 
multiple-purpose projects producing electric power are subsidized, 
especially when the capital for their construction must be borrowed 
at constantly increasing interest rates—if Federal aid is in the public 
interest in your committee’s judgment, then let it be given toward the 
construction of steamplants which will help to sustain the coal indus- 
try and not compete with it and further injure it. 

I regret that I do not have available to me a competent engineer 
office so that I can present this economy to the Government in dollars 
and cents, nor have I the basic information needed that has been 
gathered by the District Engineer’s Office with which a proof can be 
placed before you today. So, I am constrained to urge upon your 
committee that you require the Engineer Department of the Army to 
include in its study and report on the aeclitennts of the Potomac 
Basin an alternative plan for the impounding of the river system’s 
waters without flooding any part of the C. & O. Canal. Having 
served for 42 years as an officer of the Corps of Engineers, I am con- 
vinced that all that is necessary, and I mean necessary, in the public 
interest can be accomplished without serious damage to the great his- 
torical monument, if the production of hydroelectric power in suffi- 
cient quantity to make a on showing of paying eventually 

the project is abandoned, and thus without creating a subsidized 


competitor in this coal region for steampower. 
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The natural beauties of the canal property and its scenic values are 
perhaps adequately presented by others, and I need not take your time 
with a repetition of what has already been said. It is, however, per- 
tinent to mention that one account written in 1832 says th: at the number 
of shad frequently obtained (from the Potomac) at a haul was 4,009 
and upward, and herring from 1 to 300,000,” that the river, when 
relieved of its present pollution might be restored as a fishing ground 
and will be accessible from the Canal Park; that the plant life and the 
wildlife preserved in the proposed park is phenomenal in variety and 
interest; and finally, that the contrast of the turbulent river below 
and the quiet serenity of the canal enhances the charm and value of 
both. 

We, therefore, respecteully urge your favorable recommendation 
of H.R. 953, or H.R. 2331, but prefer rably the former, for the reasons 
stated, to preserve this mi arvelous area of scenic beauty and historic 
interest for future generations to enjoy and give them the opportu- 
nity to find in this part, that relief from the pressures and urgencies 
of city life which our harried population so much needs. Here they 
will be able to find that touch of nature which makes all mankind 
kin and may recover the mental and nervous poise which daily be- 
comes more difficult to hold under the pressures of our civilization, 
No other nation’s capital has such an opportunity to hold such a 
scenic and educational area in its immediate vicinity. May I empha- 
size that? No other nation’s capital has such an opportunity to hold 
such a scenic and educational area in its immediate vicinity. 

And we again ask you not to permit the issue to be confused by any 
Mdiatloition “that the development of the river for munic ipal and 
domestic water supply and even partial flood control, will require the 
flooding of any essential part of the canal. At le: ast, the proponents 
of any such scheme should be required to prove its necessity. The 
number of possible dams that do not flood the canal, as read to you 
by Mr. Saylor, at your last meeting, from the 1940 project, should store 
enough water for the said essential purposes. The Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal Park will be of infinitely greater value to Americans in 
the future than any amount of electric power, which can probably be 
obtained with greater advantage to our national economy from steam- 
plants in this coal region. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, General Grant. 

Is Mrs. Haskell Rosenblum in the room ? 

I believe you were scheduled to appear immediately following 
General Grant and we will question the two of you together. 

Will you come forward and give your statement? Mrs. Rosenblum 
is executive secretary of the Citizens Council for a Clean Potomac. 

Will you remain, General Grant? We will hear her statement and 
then we will question the two of you. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. HASKELL ROSENBLUM, EXECUTIVE SECRE- 
TARY OF THE CITIZENS COUNCIL FOR A CLEAN POTOMAC 


Mrs. Rosenstum. The Citizens Council for a Clean Potomac, an 
organization concerned with providing that the Potomac River be 
clean enough for all beneficial uses including swimming, boating, 
and fishing, is appearing before you today precisely because we are 
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interested in restoring to the Potomac and its valleys their natural 
beauty and in preserving such areas for the use of the people. __ 

We are attaching to this testimony a policy statement of the Citizens 
Council which enumerates our objectives. 

The position of the council does not correspond exactly with any 
of the proposed bills before you. We have had no opportunity to 
consider H.R. 5194 or H.R. 5334. 

This statement was prepared for the earlier hearings you had. 

Our council membership would like to see the establishment of a 
Chesapeake and Ohio National Historical Park. At a recent meet- 
ing, we recommended that the land needed for this park should be 
acquired immediately. rhe cost of land in many areas along the 
Potomac River is rising rapidly, some commercial development is 
proposed for the opposite bank which will increase the value of land 
on the Maryland shore and make it increasingly difficult to purchase 
the necessary acreage within reasonable cost limits. 

The Citizens’ Council further recommends that no major develop- 
ment of the canal property should be undertaken in the area between 
Great Falls and Harpers Ferry. While the council has taken no stand 
pro or con concerning the need for a major water-supply impound- 
ment in the vicinity of River Bend, just above Great Falls, we feel that 
this question should be resolved before any major expenditures of Fed- 
eral funds are made for the development of land which may need to 
be inundated. We believe that this land may well be used to provide 
yarious types of recreation without expenditure of any consequence 
and that it should be so used. It may be some few years before the 
Corps of Engineers completes its Potomac River survey, makes its 

lans, and starts construction. The land should not lie completely 
idle during this period. 

Mrs. Prost, Thank you very much. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


CITIZENS’ COUNCIL FoR A CLEAN POTOMAC POLICY STATEMENT 


The Citizens’ Council for a Clean Potomac was organized in 1955 for the pur- 
pose of working toward ending pollution of the Potomac River and its tributaries, 
of safeguarding the water supply, of aiding in the conservation and development 
of the resources of the river and its tributaries and their valleys, and of assist- 
ing in restoring the natural beauty of these waterways. The immediate goal of 
the council is to facilitate swimming, boating, and fishing. To these ends, the 
council supports all sound measures that will clean up the Potomac. 

Specifically, the objectives of the council are: 

1. Oppose any discharge of sewage or effluent into the Potomac between the 
mouth of the Monocacy River and Rock Creek by building interceptor sewers 
on both banks of the river, if necessary. Further, to oppose the discharge of pri- 
mary plant effluents into the Potomac or its tributaries in the Washington metro- 
politan area after the year 1962. 

2. Urge that all sewage-treatment plants be improved so as to provide 80 
percent BOD removal by the year 1965, and that further improvements be sched- 
uled so that all plants will provide 90 percent BOD removal by 1972. Oppose the 
location of sewage-treatment plants where the effluent would be discharged into 
asmall stream. 

3. Work toward the complete separation of the combined sewer system in both 
the District of Columbia and in Alexandria, Va., so that ultimate separation will 
pesenlerers by 1980, so that subsequent to that date no domestic sewage will be 
untreated. 

4. Urge the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to finish and publish its study of 
the Potomac River as soon as possible and broaden the study to in¢elude all perti- 
nent aspects of river basin planning. Work toward the establishment of an 
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organization with a broader representation of Federal agencies to undertake g 
more comprehensive river basin plan, including provisions for cooperation with 
other agencies to achieve a significant reduction in silt pollution for the river 
and its tributaries. 


5. Oppose repeal or curtailment of the Federal Water Pollution Contro} Act, 
Public Law 660, and support the maximum Federal grants to implement the proyj- 
sions of this act. 


6. Urge all Potomac Basin States to provide greater financial assistance to com- 
munities for pollution abatement projects. 

7. Urge the sanitation officials of all jurisdictions in the Washington metro. 
politan area to work out a long-range areawide pollution-elimination plan through 
the auspices of the Washington Metropolitan Regional Conference, the Joint Con- 
gressional Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, or other appropri- 
ate organizations. 


8. Urge the Federal Government to assume a larger share of the costs for pollu. 
tion abatement projects in the National Capital area. 

Mrs. Prost. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utiman. Thank you. General, your position is that you favor 
H.R. 953 and oppose H.R. 5194; is that correct ? 

General Grant. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. You do this primarily because you oppose storage 
dams in the Potomac ? 

General Grant. I do that because our association feels that the 
saving as a national park of the canal and its adjacent areas is a 
project of prime importance, which is before you now in definite form, 
and that the other two bills introduce another subject about which 
no presentation has been made and nothing is known and which Con- 
gress can consider, and by amendment, can take the necessary action, 
if and when it is convinced that it is necessary to do so. But there 
is no need of complicating the park project by provisos that recognize 
a study that is being made and has not even been approved by the 
department that is making it. 

Mr. Utriman. You do, however, oppose the construction of storage 
dams in this stretch of the Potomac River. 

General Grant. High storage dams, sir, which would be high 
enough to drown out the ‘anal property. We recognize there might 
be need—and it may be a primary need—for such dams as will store 
water necessary for municipal and domestic use, and even to take the 
top off the highest floods. 

r. Utrman. Is it not true that any storage dam in this stretch 
of the river would inundate a portion of the canal ¢ 

General Grant. No, sir; I do not think it is necessary at all. 

Mr. Utitman. I do not know of any dam sites that could be utilized 
that do not inundate the C. & O. Canal. 

General Grant. I think the 1940 plan had some six or seven sites 
that did not affect the canal at all. 

Mr. Uniman. I believe, though, it is true that the only dam in 
this stretch of the river in that plan that had storage was the high 
River Bend Dam, the rest being run of the river dams. Is that not 
right? 

General Grant. I do not think so, sir. I think the storage of 
water is measured in acre-feet and it does not make very much dif- 
ference whether it is piled up or it is spread out; whereas that was a 
hydroelectric power project, and that is what you need high dams 
for—in order to get the fall and justify the expense by the amount 
of power you produce. 
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Mr. Uteman. Is what you are saying we do not need the storage 
for a Water supply, but you do need it for power? Is that what you 
are sayin ! 

General Grant. I would put it the other way, sir: That you need 
some storage which can be accomplished with the low level dams for 
water supply, but you do not need the high dams to store high water 
for hydroelectric power. You are right in a coal region where coal 
is very cheap and where steam plants will supply the power you need 
at lesser cost than the hydroelectric power. 

I remember back in the thirties when the first scheme was proposed 
by Stone and Webster, that the dozens of installations per kilowatt- 
hour, the ee of installations, was very high, compared to 
other hydroelectric powerplants. 

Mr. Utiman. General, you keep injecting the power issue into this 
proposal and we had the Corps of Engineers before us here and it be- 
came quite evident to me that the corps’ consideration in the determi- 
nation of the height of the dams they are going to need is going to be 
based upon the water supply needs of the District. I think the corps 
made it very clear here that power would be incidental. 

Now, if the corps comes up with a recommendation for a relatively 
high dam and they find the only feasible site for a storage dam would 
be at River Bend, if they determine that future water supply needs 
of the area are going to require a dam there that would inundate a 
portion of the canal, what would be your position on that? 

General Grant. Just what I recommended in this report, sir, that 
they be asked to study the matter and see how they can store that 
amount of water without inundating the canal, because what they are 
doing is to, if I understand you correctly, they are planning to store 
all of that water in one place, and to do that they will have to build a 
higher dam. And incidentally, they will get the hydroelectric power 
with which they can theoretically justify the cost of the project. They 
have never studied and never presented to Congress or anyone else 
a plan for storing the amount of water necessary for the water supply, 
and even some flood control, without inundating the canal. 

Mr. Uttman. I am not going to belabor this point, except that the 
on is responsible for determining the future water supply needs 
of the District, and for the multiple use of the Potomac River for these 
purposes. When they come before us or before Congress, we are going 
to make sure they have analyzed all of the alternatives in develop- 
ment. But, you keep evading the issue. If they determine that we 
need to inundate part of this canal with no other alternatives to save 
the ay water supply of the area, are you still going to be opposed 
toadam ! 

General Grant. That is looking into a potentiality which, frankly, 
Ido not believe will ever occur. 

The District Engineer makes his study in accordance with present 
instructions, and those instructions are for the multiple use and to 
include all of these different items, and hydroelectric power is men- 
tioned in the proviso in every one of these bills. So that under any 
one of these bills, they will make that sort of a study. 

What I have recommended to your committee is that you ask the 
Chief of Engineers to require an alternative study to be made for 
the furnishing of the municipal water supply without drowning out 
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the canal. Without the information and statistics at hand, I cannot 
present to the committee such an alternative plan myself. But Tam 
sure, and many years’ experience assures me, that such a 7 osition 
can be found and worked out, if they are told. But, I think they wil] 
have to be asked by some committee of Congress to make that alter- 
native study because otherwise, they are acting under instructions 
that require the inclusion of electric power. 

Mr. Utitman. If the words “hydroelectric power” were taken out of 
the bill, would you still oppose the reservation of the 35-mile area 
for the water supply needs of the District ? 

General Grant. I think, if I may say so, it is unnecessary. I haye 
understood at the hearing I attended before that the committee was 
somewhat concerned w ith the park service spending too much money 
there and creating an investment that might have to be injured or 
damaged if it was found necessary to have the high water. 

I confess that I am not only prejudiced by the fact that I am sure 
that it will not have to flood out any 35 miles out of the can: ul, if you 
cut out the extreme flood control and the electric power prov isions of 
the structure, and also that I do not believe that the park service is 
going to get money to make very expensive improvements in there, 
In the meantime, we may have 10 years of use of that land and the 
park service should not be denied the opportunity to make that avail- 
able to the public. 

Mr. Uximan. Of course, it is true that the park service already 
owns the land. As you say, they probably will not spend much money 
in this area anyhow. Under those conditions, you would still have 
the same utilization under H.R. 5194 for the recreational purposes 
for the people of the District that you would under H.R. 953. There 
would not be any difference between the two bills; the land would 
still belong to the park Service. They would have some limitation 
upon expenditure of funds, but as you say, they are not going to 
spend much there anyhow. And I cannot understand your opposi- 
tion to H.R, 5194 on that basis. 

General Granv. It is merely that without knowing what the proj- 
ect is in detail, perhaps—at least. it has not. been made public, maybe 
the committee has the information—but without any definite informa- 
tion as to whether this alternative plan is possible or not, I feel that 
those provisos making reservations in favor of something that has 
not been brought to life, give encouragement to the people who are 
planning the multiple development of the Potomac Basin for flood 
control and irrigation and hydroelectric power. You are just sort of 

saying, “We are going along with this.” It is an implication. I 
know how we in the Government feel—when we get a few words like 
that of encouragement from Congress, we are very apt to act on them. 

Mr. Utiman. I think, generally, your last statement is in answer 
to my first question and that was whether the reason for favoring 
953 and opposing 5194, is because you oppose storage dams in the 
river. You essentially answered that in your last statement. 

Iam certainly not going to take any more time. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Saylor. 

Mr. Saytor. General Gr ant, how many years were you associated 
with the Army Engineers ? 

General Grant, About 42. From the time I left West Point until 
I was retired. 
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Mr. Sartor. From 42 years’ experience with the Engineering 
Corps, you have come to this committee to give us the advice that if 
we expect the kind of a study which you think should be made, it will 
have to come as a direct request from a committee of Congress? 

General Grant. Yes. I think the corps is under instructions to 
study these things as the complete development, and that includes 
the flood control and hydroelectric power and irrigation. In other 
words, it piles up all the possible needs for desirable additions. And 
recently it includes recreation. That has been added in the last few 
years. It is not mentioned in the provisos, I believe, in any of these 
bills. 

But I think in order to authorize them to spend the money for 
an alternative study which would cut out the high dams they need 
some directive from Congress, and that is why I have recommended 
that your committee ask the Chief of Engineers to have the study 
include an alternative plan in which the dams will not flood out the 
canal. 

Mr. Sartor. Mrs. Rosenblum, you have attached to your statement 
astatement of policy. 

Mrs. Rosensitum. Yes. 

Mr. Sartor. I ask unanimous consent that the statement of policy 
of the Citizens Council for a Clean Potomac be included as part of 
Mrs. Rosenblum’s statement. 

Mrs. Prost. You have heard the unanimous-consent request. Is 
there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Sartor. I think you said your Citizens Council for a Clean 
Potomac is made up of representatives of 75 organizations ? 

Mrs. Rosenstum. Yes, and they are listed on the back of the sheet. 

Mr. Saytor. I ask unanimous consent, Madam Chairman, that the 
list of organizations on the back of the statement be included as 
part of the record. 

Mrs. Prost. You have heard the unanimous-consent request. 

Is there objection ? 

Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(Document referred to follows :) 


TESTIMONY OF CITIZENS CoUNCIL FoR A CLEAN PoroMac, WASHINGTON, D.C., on 
CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


The Citizens Council for a Clean Potomac, an organization concerned with 
providing that the Potomac River be clean enough for all beneficial uses includ- 
ing swimming, boating, and fishing, is appearing before you today precisely 
because we are interested in restoring to the Potomac and its valleys their 
natural beauty and in preserving such areas for the use of the people. 

We are attaching to this testimony a policy statement of the citizens council 
which enumerates our objectives. 

The position of the council does not correspond exactly with any of the pro- 
posed bills before you. We have had no opportunity to consider H.R. 5194 or 
TLR. 5334. 

Our council membership would like to see the establishment of the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. Ata recent meeting we recommended 
that the land needed for this park should be acquired immediately. The cost of 
land in many areas along the Potomac River is rising rapidly, some commercial 
development is proposed for the opposite bank which will increase the value of 
land on the Maryland shore and make it increasingly difficult to purchase the 
hecessary acreage within reasonable cost limits. 
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The citizens council further recommends that no major development of the 
canal property should be undertaken in the area between Great Falls and Harpers 
Ferry. While the council has taken no stand pro or con concerning the need 
for a major water supply impoundment in the vicinity if River Bend, just above 
Great Falls, we feel that this question should be resolved before any major 
expenditures of Federal funds are made for the development of land which may 
need to be inundated. We believe that this land may well be used to provide 
various types of recreation without expenditure of any consequences and that 
it should be so used. It may be some few years before the Corps of Engineers 
completes its Potomac River survey, makes its plans, and starts construction, 
The land should not lie completely idle during this period. 


CITIZENS COUNCIL FOR A CLEAN POTOMAC 
POLICY STATEMENT 


The Citizens Council for a Clean Potomac was organized in 1955 for the pur- 
pose of working toward ending pollution of the Potomac River and its triby. 
taries, of safeguarding the water supply, of aiding in the conservation and de 
velopment of the resources of the river and its tributaries and their valleys; and 
of assisting in restoring the natural beauty of these waterways. The immediate 
goal of the council is to facilitate swimming, boating, and fishing. To these ends 
the council supports all sound measures that will clean up the Potomac. 

Specifically, the objectives of the council are: 

(1) Oppose any discharge of sewage or effluent into the Potomac between the 
mouth of the Monocacy River and Rock Creek by building interceptor sewers 
on both banks of the river, if necessary. Further, to oppose the discharge of 
primary plant effluents into the Potomac or its tributaries in the Washington 
metropolitan area after the year 1962. 

(2) Urge that all sewage treatment plants be improved so as to provide 8 
percert BOD removal by the year 1965, and that further improvements be sched- 
uled so that all plants will provide 90 percent BOD removal by 1972. Oppose 
the location of sewage treatment plants where the effluent would be discharged 
into a small stream. 

(3) Work toward the complete separation of the combined sewer system in 
both the District of Columbia and in Alexandria, Va., so that ultimate separa- 
tion will be achieved by 1980; so that subsequent to that date no domestic 
sewage will be untreated. 

(4) Urge the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to finish and publish its study 
of the Potomac River as soon as possible and broaden the study to include all 
pertinent aspects of river basin planning. Work toward the establishment of 
an organization with a broader representation of Federal agencies to undertake 
a more comprehensive river basin plan, including provisions for cooperation 
with other agencies to achieve a significant reduction in silt pollution for the 
river and its tributaries. 

(5) Oppose repeal or curtailment of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 
Public Law No. 660, and support the maximum Federal grants to implement the 
provisions of this act. 

(6) Urge all Potomac Basin States to provide greater financial assistance to 
communities for pollution abatement projects. 

(7) Urge the sanitation officials of all jurisdictions in the Washington metro- 
politan area to work out a long-range, areawide pollution elimination plan 
through the auspices of the Washington Metropolitan Regional Conference, the 
Joint Congressional Committee on Washington Metropolitan Problems, or other 
appropriate organizations. 

(8) Urge the Federal Government to assume a larger share of the costs for 
pollution abatement projects in the National Capital area. 
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COOPERATING ORGANIZATIONS 


Accomack-Northampton Electric Coop- 
erative, Parksley, Va. 
erican Trailer Co. 03 
ian University Park Citizens As- 
sociation. 

Anacostia Citizens Association. 
Arkansas Avenue Community Associa- 
tion. ‘ . 2) 
Arlington County Civic Federation, Vir- 

ginia. al 
Bel Air Civic Association, Falls Church, 


proyhill Crest Citizens Association, 
Falls Church, Va. 

Burleith Citizens Association. 

Central Business Association. 

Chesterbrook Woods Citizens Associa- 
tion, McLean, Va. a 

Chevy Chase Citizens Association. 

Choptank Electric Cooperative, Denton, 


Md. 

Community Electric Cooperative, Wind- 
sor, Va. 

Congress Heights Citizens Association. 

Connecticut Avenue Citizens Associa- 

on. 

Samebeotonst Electric Cooperative, 
New Castle, Va, 

Exchange Club of Washington 

Falls Church Surplus Co., Falls Church, 
Va. 

Federation of Businessmen’s Associa- 
tion. 

Federation of Citizens Associations. 

Foggy Bottom Restoration Association. 

Forest Hills Citizens Association. 

Fort Dupont Citizens Association. 

Franconia Citizens Association, Fran- 
conia, Va. 

Georgetown Citizens Association. 

Henry B. Gilpin Co. 

Glencarlyn Citizens 
lington, Va. 

Hillerest Citizens Association. 

Interfederation Council, District of Co- 
lumbia, Maryland, Virginia. 

Interstate Commission on the Potomac 
River Basin. 

Izaak Walton League, 
Chapter, 

Jefferson Manor Citizens Association, 
Inc., Alexandria, Va. 

Kalorama Citizens Association. 

Kenwood Garden Club, Bethesda, Md. 

League of Women Voters, District of 
Columbia. 

Loudoun Times-Mirror & Blue Ridge 
Herald, Leesburg, Va. 


Association, Ar- 


Washington 


Mantua Citizens Association, Fairfax, 
Va. 

Medico-Chirugical Society. 

Mid-City Citizens Association. 

Monroe Ford Co., Silver Spring, Md. 

Mount Pleasant Citizens Association. 

National Capital Garden Club League. 

Northern Neck Electrical Cooperative, 
Warsaw, Va. 

Northwest Boundary Civie Association. 

Northwest Council of Citizens Associ- 
ations, 

Harry H. Nuttle, Food Packer, Denton, 
Md. 

The Old Town Civie Association, Alex- 
andria, Va. 

The Palisades Citizens Association. 

Parkside Citizens Association, Silver 
Spring, Md. 

Pepetual Building Association. 

Petworth Citizens Association. 

Prince Georges County Civic Federa- 
tion, Maryland. 

Prince William 
Manassas, Va. 

Progressive Citizens 
Georgetown. 

Raymondale Civie Association, Annan- 
dale, Va. 

Reinsch Construction 
Va. 

Resources, Research, Inc. 

Rhode Island Avenue Citizens Associ- 
ation. 

Rock Creek Watershed Association, 
Kensington, Md. 

Rock Sping Garden Club of Arlington, 
Va 


Electric Cooperative, 


Association of 


Co., Arlington, 


Southeast Businessmen’s Association. 

Sport Stores, Ine. 

Stanton Park Citizens Association. 

Tilghman Packing Co., Tilghman, Md. 

Twentieth Century Club. 

Virginia Electric Cooperative, Bowling 
Green, Va. 

Virginia Hills Citizens 
Alexandria, Va. 

Washington Board of Trade. 

Washington Chapter, Americans for 
Democratic Action. 

Washington Chapter, 
erans Committee. 

Washington Salesbook Co. 

Wildlife Management Institute. 

Williams & Heintz Lithograph Corp. 

Women’s City Club, 

Woodmoor Citizens Association, Silver 
Spring, Md. 


Association, 


American Vet- 
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Mr. Sartor. I will reserve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. Anperson. I have no questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. CunnincuaM. I have no questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. McGrintery. Thank you, Madam Chairman, no questions, 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. Lancen. I have no questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. Burpicx. General, you say you were attached to the Army engi- 
neers for 42 years? 

General Grant. Yes. 

Mr. Burpicx. How long have you been retired ? 

General Grant. Since 1945, sir. 

Mr. Burpick. That is a good organization. 

General Grant. I was an officer of the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Burpicx. You said in your statement, or your first remark, that 
to your mind priority of water for a domestic supply should be 
supported. 

General Grant. I think that the domestic, municipal—— 

Mr. Burpicx. Comes first ? 

General Grant. Is generally recognized as having first. priority. 

Mr. Buroick. Now, General, if this Corps of Engineers makes a 
study in the next 2 years and determines it is absolutely necessary 
for the areas around Washington, D.C., that a high dam is imperative 
to insure the continued domestic supply, would you support the deci- 
sion of the Army Engineers, if they so found, if it did flood out a 
portion of the C. & O. Canal? 

General Grant. I would like to see the study, sir, and have a chance 
to check it. I, again, am emphasizing the fact that it will be pre- 
pared, necessarily on the present instructions of Congress, on the basis 
of the multiple-use idea and then simply they point out that this one 
dam is necessary for the municipal water supply that, as they figure, 
will be ultimately needed and will not, perhaps, unless they get such 
a request as I recommended, consider the possibility of how to solve 
that problem without a high dam. 

Mr. Buroicx. But, General, I am asking the question: I am assum- 
ing the Corps of Engineers is competent. You were part of it at 
one time. If they should find in 2 years this high dam is absolutely 
necessary for the supply of water for this area, would you then sup- 
port them ? 

General Grant. I would if I found they were right. But I would 
check it. I was on the Board of Engineers for a time, and I had to 
check a great many of these projects, and we found many things that 
were wrong in them. They are not necessarily with the possibility 
of errors. 

Mr. Burpicx. Of course. 

General, do you think it is unreasonable to simply wait until this 
Engineers’ report is made as to the necessity of work on the river for 
domestic water supplies—do you think it is unreasonable to simply 
hold up the development of that portion which is a potential reservoir 
site until it can be definitely determined ? 


hat 
| be 


eS a 
ary 
tive 
leci- 
ut a 


ance 
pre- 
yaSis 
- one 
rure, 
such 
solve 


sum- 
it. at 
itely 
sup- 


‘ould 
id to 
that 
vility 


_ this 
r for 
mply 
rvoir 


CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 171 


General Grant. As I have said, sir, I think that it is a mistake be- 
cause it will deny the, oh, very minor facilities that would be built 
there for the comfort and use of the public through a period of prob- 
ably 10 years. If it is going to take 3 years before coming to Con- 
gress, and we are all interested in the details of it, it is going to be 
10 years before it is built. 

And, in the meantime, the public could be enjoying those 35 miles. 
And I am sure the Park Service is not going to build a marble temple 
there or anything of that kind. They : are going to put in trails and 
things of that sort, which will let the public have access. 

Mr. Burpick. Do you think it is unreasonable just to hold up the 
development of that small portion of the entire mileage until we get 
a definite report‘ ¢ 

General Grant. Well, sir, my feeling is that it is unnecessary, and 
by doing so it gives a status to the thing that may be put before you 
later which it does not deserve at this time. 

Mr. Buroick. It is your answer it would be unreasonable ? 

General Grant. I doubt the propriety of my saying that anything 
that your committee may do is unreasonable. 

Mr. Burvick. You have no independent engineering information 
or facts you can give us today about your alternative plan, as you call 
it, whereby reservoirs could be established without inundating the 
canal ? 

General Grant. No, sir, I have nothing at all. I was promised a 
copy of the 1940 plan, but I have not gotten it yet. Even that is not 
available to me. 

Mr. Burpick. I would like to ask Mrs, Rosenblum one question. 

Mrs. Rosensitu™. Yes. 

Mr. Burpicx. [ notice in your opening statement, you would like 
to have a clean Potomac and the beneficial uses such as swimming, 
boating, and fishing. When the Army Engineers were before this 
committee, they testified that as a part of reservoir dev elopment, as 
they do in many areas of our country, they do develop the environs 
surrounding a reservoir to blend in with the river and other places 
and they do provide facilities for fishing, boating, recreation, and 
things of that kind. Do you understand that? 

Mrs. Rosestum. Yes. 

Mr. Burpick. And do you understand if such a development were 

made, and a reservoir were necessary, they would do that? 

Mrs. Rosensium. It was my understanding, if there was a reser- 
voir built in the River Bend area, that the responsibility for the 
water supply will come under the District of Columbia Health De- 
partment, which might take a different attitude toward swimming and 
boating. However, I do understand what you are saying. 

Mr. Burvick. In other words, they would do the allover develop- 


ment to beautify the area to blend it into the natural territory 
Mrs. Rosenstum. Yes. 


Mr. Burpick. That is all. 
Mrs. Prost. General Grant, I notice in your statement you felt 
that the dam or dams would flood out 80 miles and not 35 miles of the 


Potomac. Which dam or dams were you referring to that would 
flood out that long stretch ? 
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General Grant. I merely based that on Mr. Saylor’s statement at 
the last hearing at which I was, in which he read from that 1949 
plan the number of miles that would be, and my remark was it was 
80 miles. 

Mrs. Prost. The Army Engineers testified that a 90-foot dam at 
River Bend would flood out approximately 35 miles and they con- 
sidered that the high dam. Of course, out in our country, in the West 
a 90-foot dam would not be a very high dam, but here it is referred 
to as a high dam, as you know. ce, I believe that the River 
Bend Dam would flood out only a 35-mile stretch. 

It has been testified also, General, that the length of the canal js 
approximately 185 miles. Following along that line of questioning 
that the Teen from North Dakota, Mr. Burdick used, I should 
like to ask in approximately the same manner, if in view of the fact 
we can have 150 miles of canal set aside for national park purposes, 
do you feel that we should, at this time, take action and preclude by 
establishing a park—and I am sure the gentleman remembers at the 
hearings last year, when it was testified that since the National 
Park Act was established in 1916, no reservoirs had invaded the na- 
tional park area. Mr. Wirth made that statement. 

Therefore, in view of that testimony, General Grant, do you feel 
this committee would be acting unreasonably if they should set aside 
this 35-mile area until the Army engineers have completed their study? 

General Grant. Madam Chairman, I tried to answer that. I do 
not say whether it is reasonable or unreasonable. I merely say that I 
would recommend against it for the reasons I have given. That is it 
gives a sort of blank check assurance to the proponents of high dams 
that they are going to have their way. 7 

Mrs. Prosr. Should the committee see fit to authorize purchase of 
the land and to make minor improvements to utilize the area for 
park purposes until such time as the Army Engineers reports are 
in—because the land will be either inundated by a dam, or will be 
used for park purposes anyway—would you still object ? 

General Grant. Not if they were withheld from any very consid- 
erable improvement costs, because I do not think they are going to get 
money to do that anyway in the next few years. But I do think, 
when you put in a withholding clause that prevents the expenditure 
of money in that area, it is going to remain wild and not be accessible 
to the public for a period which I would estimate at 10 years. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, what you are saying, General Grant, 
is that if we see fit to authorize the purchase of the land and let it 
be temporarily used through minor expenditures for recreational 
purposes, but reserving that stretch, until the reports are in, you 
would have no objection ? 

General Grant. Not if you cut out the words “hydroelectric power” 
from the reservation, Madam Chairman. Because that is the thing 
that is going to destroy the canal. 

Mrs. Prost. You mean the installation of generators, a powerplant 
there, would destroy the canal ? 

General Grant. I mean building a dam high enough to make hydro- 
electric power pay ina place which is, according to previous studies, 
rather unfavorable because of the high estimated cost at that time of 
‘apital expenditures per kilowatt-hour of the machinery. That 1s 
what is going to cause the demand for a high dam. 
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I really and sincerely believe if you ask the Corps of Engineers to 
make an alternative study to see what they can do without drowning 
out any part of the canal, that they will get a solution of the problem 
which ee a great deal of merit. : 

Mrs. Prost. Certainly, General Grant, speaking for myself as a 
member of the committee, I am just as anxious as you are that 
alternative proposals be studied. But I also am very interested in 
seeing us go forward with the development of this park, and I feel 
unless we can have a meeting ground, and begin with the development 
of the 159-mile stretch of a national park—if we continue to put off 
establishment of the park until all of the studies are made, we are 
likely to be waiting for a Chesapeake and Ohio National Park for 
quitea while. I personally would like to see some progress made and 
the development start so we could take care of the people in the 
congested area here and the surrounding area. I would like for the 

ple to have places of interest to go to on their weekends. But I 
also feel the need of protecting an adequate water supply for the 
Washington metropolitan area. 

I feel that if we could proceed and take the upper end of the canal 
into a park, possibly purchase the land in the 35-mile stretch for 
either park or reservoir purposes, whichever the need dictates, then 
we would go forward in a measure and in that way would be making 
some real progress. 

It disturbs me somewhat when we have witness after witness say 
they are not willing to compromise even until the Army Engineers’ 
reports are made. : ' 

General GRANT. Madam Chairman, I am sure we would like to see 
some progress made and epee very much your interest in trying 
to push things forward and especially trying to expedite the solution 
of the municipal water supply problem here, which is urgent. And 
this question of purification of the river is urgent, also. 

Mrs. Prost. I am sure it is. 

General Grant. There are a great many problems in connection 
with the Potomac that are very urgent. One of them, certainly, is to 
make of this most historic and picturesque and interesting and unique 
feature a national park. 

Mrs. Prost. We are very much interested, too, I might say, to the 
general, and we appreciate so much your coming before the committee 
and giving us the benefit of your many years of experience. General, 
that is all. 

Mr. Saytor. Will the gentlelady yield ? 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. Saytor. I would like to read from the act of 1916 which estab- 
lished the National Park Service, because Congress from 1916 down 
until now has never seen fit to change it. You commented on the fact 
that Mr. Wirth has come before our committee and testified that there 
have been no dams built in any national park. I think if you will 
understand the purpose of the National Park Act, you will know why 
there have been no dams built. Because in 1916 Congress said: 

The service thus established [the National Park Service] shall promote and 


regulate the use of Federal areas known as national parks, monuments, and 
reservations hereinafter specified by such means and measures as conform to 
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the fundamental purpose of said parks, monuments, and reservations, which 
purpose is to conserve the scenery and the natural historic objects and the wildlife 
therein, and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by 
such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 
generations. 

You cannot flood out an object of historic or natural beauty by a 
dam and leave it unimpaired for the future generations, and that is 
the issue this committee must decide. Whether or not this country 
wants to have a historical park the likes of which cannot be duplicated 
anywhere else and have it preserved in the custom as Congress estab- 
lished in 1916, for the enjoyment of the public in such manner as to 
leave it unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman is entirely correct. That is exactly what 
this committee has before it. It is the decision that we felt should 
be made before the establishment of a park, so that we would be sure 
to preserve the water that is necessary for the Washington metro- 
politan area, because once a park is established—I think the gentle- 
man has put his finger right on the nub of the question, and that is 
that once a national historical park is established from one end of 
this canal to the other, I think the people in Washington would 
literally have their tongues hanging out for a drink of water before 
we would be able to get the dam established on the Potomac River. 

With that, the committee stands adjourned until tomorrow morning 
at 9:45. ; 

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the committee recessed to reconvene at 
9:45 a.m., Tuesday, April 21, 1959.) 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 21, 1959 


Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pustic LANpDs, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, at 10:10 a.m., pursuant to adjournment, 
in the committee room, New House Office Building, Hon. Gracie 
Pfost, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the further consideration of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park. 

First, the Chair would like to ask unanimous consent that a letter 
from the Department of the Army, signed by Gen. J. L. Person, 
U.S. Army, Assistant Chief of Engineers for C ivil Works, be printed 
in the record and also the communication from the Bureau of the 
Budget, signed by Phillip S. Hughes, which recommends enactment 
of H. ER. 9331, if amended. 

Without objection, the letter and the report will be made a part 
of the record. Is there objection? Hearing none, it is so ordered. 

(Documents referred to follow :) 


HEADQUARTERS, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, D.C., April 9, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to letters of March 20, 1959 from the 
Secretary of the Army to you, expressing the views of the Department of the 
Army with respect to H.R. 953, H.R. 2331, and H.R. 5194, bills to establish the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

Inasmuch as the committee had requested that action be expedited, the reports 
were submitted to the committee without a determination by the Bureau of the 
Budget as to whether they conformed to the program of the President. 

The Bureau of the Budget now advises that there is no objection to the reports 
submitted to you on March 20, 1959. In connection with these bills, your 
attention is invited to the letter to you from the Bureau of the Budget dated 
March 27, 1959, wherein the Bureau states that H.R. 2331 would be acceptable 
with the addition of a provision specifically set forth in that letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. L. PERSON, 
Brigadier General, U.S. Army, Assistant Chief 
of Engineers for Civil Works. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BupGer 
Washington, D.C., March 27, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CuamMan: This is in response to your request of March 23 
1959, for the views of the Bureau of the Budget with respect to H.R. 953, HR. 
2331, and H.R. 5194, bills “To establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Nationa] 
Historical Park and to provide for the administration and maintenance of a 
parkway, in the State of Maryland, and for other purposes.” 

In the opinion of this Bureau further actions with respect to this area should 
proceed, within budgetary limits, with due regard to its water and related land 
resource potential. These values will be reevaluated in due course by congres- 
sional action after completion of the report which the Secretary of the Army 
is preparing. The Secretary of the Interior can be authorized to proceed in this 
area in such ways as, in his judgment, can be reasonably justified in the light of 
the plans and recommendations to be submitted by the Secretary of the Army. 

Both the Department of the Army and Interior have reported to your commit- 
tee that H.R. 2331 would be an acceptable bill. This Bureau concurs in that view 
and recommends the addition of the following paragraph: 

“Expenditures for park installations and improvements shall be made only 
after determination by the Secretary of the Interior that they are reasonably 
justified by the benefits expected to accrue therefrom prior to the time when the 
lands proposed to be developed would be likely to be needed to carry out, if 
authorized, the plans and recommendations to be filed by the Secretary of the 
Army with the Congress under the provisions of the resolution of the Senate 
Public Works Committee dated January 26, 1956, with respect to House Doc 
ument No. 622, 79th Congress.”’ 

In the event of enactment this Bureau can make no commitment as to the 
submission of an estimate of appropriation to accomplish the stated purpose. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILP 8. HuGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


Mrs. Prosr. The first witness scheduled to appear this morning was 
Mrs. Sarah Newman, but I understand she cannot be present. So, 
the first witness will be Mr. Jay Turner, president AFL-CIO Labor 
Council. 


STATEMENT OF JAY TURNER, PRESIDENT, AFL-CIO LABOR COUNCIL 


Mr. Turner. Madam Chairman, my name is Jay C. Turner. I am 
president of the Greater Washington Central Labor Council, AFL- 
CIO. 

The Greater Washington Labor Council believes that the Potomac 
River is not the property or concern of the few. It is the property 
and concern of the many. For this reason, the council last year went 
on record supporting multipurpose development, and we repeat that 
stand in asking for passage of bill No. 5194. 

We understand that those who oppose multipurpose development 
say that their own plans for a single purpose park would make a poor- 
man’s park, because it is close to cities. A typical poor man, to my 
way of thinking, does not have the time, education, or money that 
goes to make the long-distance hiker, the amateur naturalist, and the 
historian. And such a park would never have the access roads to cars 
for the many thousands who, we are told, would be attracted. 

We certainly don’t oppose any park; in fact, we want one that can 
serve thousands. One that might have a fresh-water lake. But a park 
should not be called a poor man’s park if those who plan it don’t even 
consider the poor people. In the March 14, 1959, Washington Post, 
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for instance, the Outdoor Editor, Aubrey Graves, wrote that the 
ple wanting a park would permit occasional access roads only, let- 
ting campers, hikers and cyclists get down to the towpath. It is not 
a poor man’s park if access to it is limited. 
at I wish to say is that the proposal for a park only is not even 
asingle purpose plan. As we see it, it isa half-single purpose; recrea- 
tion for a few. 

As I have said before, the Labor Council does not oppose a park; 
we just want to know that the door won’t be closed to recreation for 
the many, and to multipurpose development. 

Speaking of those who want a single purpose or half-single purpose 
park, I hope they will see fit to testify next week and support the 
Corps of Engineers’ appropriations for its study of the Potomac. 
The Labor Council plans to testify, and any group with the interest 
of Washington and the counties and cities around it at heart should 
come and support the water study. 

Water is of great importance to all of us. And recreation is not the 
most important use of it, either. Water pollution, according to the 
1957 Wolman Report for the Interstate Potomac Commission, is a 
great problem. And Dr. Wolman and his associates said that the 
first major thing to do is to stop the millions of tons of silt coming 
down the river. A dam at River Bend would stop it for 1,000 years, 
they wrote, and it should be a multipurpose dam to care for water 
supply and recreation at the same time. Maybe a dam should not be 
built there, but that is for the Army to tell us. And until it does, 
we should be sure that nothing is done to delay or stop a multipurpose 
dam. That is why we ask you to approve bill 5194 of Mr. Foley. 

Delay or inaction, Dr. Wolman said, would leave the Potomac 
River to destroy itself. On behalf of the 150,000 wage and salary 
workers who make up the Labor Council, I should like to respectfully 
ask this subcommittee to look to our future needs, and not to the 
interests of a few who, for one reason or another, would let the 
Potomac destroy itself. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Turner. The Chair recog- 
nizes the chairman of the full committee, the gentleman from Colo- 
rado. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Madam Chairman, I think that Mr. Turner is sin- 
cere in his statement. But I doubt, Mr. Turner, if it is appropriate 
for you to suggest that the people who are sponsoring the original 
bill, sponsored oy the gentleman from Pennsylvania, or the bill by the 

ntleman from Maryland, Mr. Foley—I doubt if the sponsors of the 

ill should be described as people who desire a single purpose or half- 
purpose project because that is not what they have in mind. 

What is dividing us on this particular bill is the language that we 
are using and also the preference that we give by the use of such 
language. The people who are conservation minded and desire to 
have this area used as a recreation ground primarily, most of them 
do not object to the multiple-purpose program that later on might be 
Necessary; and most certainly those people who are looking toward 
multiple-purpose use do not object to the attention being given to the 
historical priority, providing it takes into consideration the other 
uses that are envisioned in this legislation. 
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This is a matter that the committee, of course, will have to deter- 
mine, when it writes up the bill as to what the language may be and 
as to the implications that may be placed upon the langu: age. 

As I understand your statement, it is to the effect that you want to 
make it possible to have an ultimate multiple-purpose use or uses that 
will be available in this area. 

Mr. Turner. That is correct. 

Mr. Aspinatu. And that you do not wish to have, regardless of the 
language used, any use given a preferential treatment at this time; 
treatment which would deny coordinated use that might take place 
later on. 

Mr. Turner. That is right. We feel that the Foley bill, Mr. Con- 
gressman, will protect the rights of the Washington people in terms 
of their future needs for water. 

We think that water is certainly more important than recreation 
and we do not want any thing done that will prevent our eventually 
getting water. We also think it is very important that matters re- 
lating to pollution, relating to preventing the silting down to the 
ocean, that is the soil being taken aw: ay and so forth and so on, con- 
tinuing without any kind of a dam if it is needed and we think that 
this right of the citizens of this area ought to be protected, the right 
to w ater, until such time as the Corps of Engineers has completed its 
study. We think this ought to be written in such language that it 
cannot be taken away. 

Mr. AsprnaLu. Have you gone far enough in your study of this 
matter to tell us whether or not you are in favor of the building of a 

rather good-sized dam on the Potomac to take care of the siltation, 
providing it would not be found to be a feasible dam, providing the 
benefit-cost ratio would not show what we call a feasible project? 

Mr. Turner. We certainly would not favor anything that would 
not be in the general public interest. We have, however, been down 
on TVA. We have observed the recreational facilities and the irri- 
gation projects, the hydroelectric projects, the conservation aspects 
and so forth of the Tennessee Valley Authority. And if it were 
feasible, if it would accomplish those kinds of objectives, we certainly 
would favor it. But, if the survey indicates it would not be a reason- 
able dam for the many purposes that we allude to, then we would 
not favor the dam. But we also want to know—the most important 
question is the question of water supply. 

I think that is the most important question to us. 

Mr. Asprnatu. To the people in the area ? 

Mr. Turner. That is right. 

Mr. Asprnaut. And the feasibility of the program will have to be 
determined in that use also. 

Mr. Turner. Primarily on that use, yes. 

Mr. Asprnatt. Would you expect the hydroelectric project which 
is supported by many to carry itself entirely, or to help with the other 
allocations for other uses. How is your thinking on that ? 

Mr. Turner. I think we can’t expect the hydroelectric revenue to 
carry the whole cost of the operation. I think it is a part of it and 
it has to be treated as a part of it. 

Mr. Asprnatu. I think that is all. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 
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Mr. Sartor. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I first want to thank 
the chairman of our full committee for the questions he has asked 
because he points up the position of the proponents of this original 
legislation. a 

So, I say, Mr. Turner, that I might disagree with you, but I would 
never allow anyone to come around to prevent you from coming before 
this committee and giving us the full benefits of your beliefs, whether 
they are the same as mine or not. 

I have a number of questions to ask you and they have to do with 
particularly your statement that you now want the bill, 5194 to be 
enacted. 

Now what has happened since last year, when these matters were 

up before our committee, and representatives of the Greater Wash- 
ington Central Labor Council came before this committee and said 
that they wanted the provisions which Mr. Foley has in his bill 2331. 
They said that those provisions would adequately protect the city of 
Washington with all its needs in the future. I want to know from 
you what has happened in your organization, what official action has 
been taken which will authorize you to come down here and say that 
you now are not satisfied with 2331, you want 5194. 
" Mr. Turner. I do not remember what 2331 alluded to. I would 
say this: That we never had endorsed a bill—there were two bills in- 
troduced by Congressman Foley this time and we have never en- 
dorsed his first bill. Nor was anyone ever authorized to speak in 
favor of his first bill. We are in favor of this other bill which does 
protect the rights of the citizens of Washington to an adequate water 
supply. 

We had a representative here after a meeting of our executive board 
of our Central Labor Council last year, and after reviewing the legis- 
lation which had been put in the hopper, we endorsed a position which 
we thought would protect the people of Washington in their needs 
for water as well as giving an opportunity for a survey relating to a 
multiple-purpose development of this area. I cannot recall our en- 
dorsing any bill by Mr. Foley that did not give us adequate protection 
relating to water. 

Mr. Sartor. I have not tried to have my statement imply that your 
organization ever did that, Mr. Turner. But before Mr. Foley came 
to Congress, this matter was discussed and hearings were held by 
this committee. At that time, representatives of your union came 
forward before this committee and said that the provisions which 
the Senate had placed in the legislation which are in Mr. Foley’s bill, 
TLR. 2331, in the 85th Congress, adequately protect the needs of 
Washington. I want to know what has happened in the meantime 
that you now say the provisions of H.R. 2331 do not adequately 
protect. 

Mr. Turner. We have had three meetings of the executive board 
of the Central Labor Council at which this matter has been discussed. 
The only bills we had before us this time that we thought we might 
consider was Mr. Foley’s bills, the first bill and his second bill. And 
the second bill we thought would take care of the situation. 

What was done last year was in the light of the legislative picture 
at that time—the bills that may have been before the council. But 
this time, we have taken the other position relating to the bill which 
we think will adequately take care of it. 
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Mr. Sartor. Now you are in an unusual position. None of this 
area which is involved, is in your jurisdiction. 

Mr. Turner. That is not true, Gongremman. 

Mr. Sartor. Is it not? 

Mr. Turner. Oh, no. 

Mr. Sartor. All right. 

Mr. Turner. The Greater Washington Central Labor Coungi] 
would extend halfway in its jurisdiction to any other labor coungj] 
which might be nearest us. That is, we would go halfway to Baltimore 
halfway to Richmond, halfway to Hagerstown—well in Hagersto ’ 
it would include, as a matter of fact, all of the Montgomery County, 
We don’t consider Frederick County as part of our area. I would say 
that St. Marys County, Charles County, Anne Arundel County, Mont- 
gomery County, and Prince Georges County are all a part of our area, 
Certainly, south of us we would take Arlington, Fairfax, Alexandria, 
Prince William, Stafford, King George, Loudoun, and Faquier 
County. That generally is our jurisdiction. 

Mr. Sartor. The reason I ask that is that Paul A. Wagner appeared 
before this committee, representing the Central Maryland AFL-CIO, 

Mr. Wagner said his position this year is the same as it was last 
year. They feel that the provisions in H.R. 2331 adequately protect 
the needs of the District, adequately protect the needs of the people 
in the area. That is the same position that is taken by your national 
organization. 

Mr. Turner. Pardon, me, sir. My national organization has taken 
no position on this legislation. 

Mr. Saytor. Until they change their position, the position of Clay 
L. Cochran, who came before this committee last year and testified 
and said he wanted the provisions that are in H.R. 2331, stand with 
me. They have not come before this committee and said they have 
changed their position. 

Mr. Turner. That, sir, is the department of the national AFL-CIO, 
the industrial union department, that is not the national AFL-CIO. 
The national AFL-CIO has taken no position on this legislation. 

If I may, sir, in regard to Hagerstown, I might say they represent, 
perhaps 12,000 people in labor unions up there. We have 25,000 
members among our affiliated unions. They are looking for recrea- 
tion and we are looking for water. That is the difference. 

Mr. Sartor. How many people did Mr. Cochran represent, when 
he came here last year ? 

Mr. Turner. I do not know how many people Mr. Cochran rep- 
resents. 

Mr. Saytor. He represented you, did he not? 

Mr. Turner. He didn’t represent me. 

Mr. Sartor. You are not a part of his organization ? 

Mr. Turner. I would say the Greater Washington Central Labor 
Council is responsible directly to the national AFL-CIO. We are 
chartered by them and must follow the policies of the national AFL- 
CIO. We are not chartered by the industrial union department. 

Mr. Saytor. You mean to tell us then that the statement which Mr. 
Cochran made, did not represent the opinion of the AFL-CIO? 

Mr. Turner. I have not read Mr. Cochran’s statement, sir, and I 
cannot comment on it. 
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Mr. Sartor. Do you mean to imply, when Mr. Cochran appeared 
before this committee and said he represented the industrial union 
department of the AFL-CIO, whose testimony has not been changed 
or challenged since then, that he was not speaking officially for the 
AFL-CIO? 

Mr. Turner. He was speaking for the branch of the AFL-CIO, the 
department of the AFL-CIO which he said he was testifying for— 
the industrial union department. I assume if that is what he said, 
that is who he was testifying for. 

Mr. Sartor. You made the point when Mr. Wagner came down 
here he was only representing 12,000 people and you were represent- 
ing 125,000, and Mr. Cochran came before this committee and said he 
was representing 7 million. If we are going to take figures, I am 
going to take the man who represents 7 million. Hesaid he wants the 
provisions in H.R. 2331. That is all, Mr. Turner. I am just trying 
to analyze and get these ducks in a row. Because apparently the 
boys on your team have not gotten the same signals. You have one, 
Mr. Wagner has one, and Mr. Cochran—they have the same signal, 
but you have a different. one. 

Mr. Turner. First we are citizens and secondly we are trade union- 
ists. As far as Hagerstown and Washington are concerned, we seem 
to have divergent views and divergent needs for the people we repre- 
sent, which is an honest divergence of opinion. I hope some day we 
can get together and work out those differences, but as of now, we 
have not. 

Mr. Saytor. Would you say that Mr. Cochran did not represent 
you when he came before this committee and testified ? 

Mr. Turner. Mr. Cochran did not represent the Greater Wash- 
ington Central Labor Council. I have not read his testimony. I 

with it. Idonot know. Ihave not seen it. But I would 
say definitely he did not represent the Washington Central Labor 
Council. He could not, by the structure of the AFL-CIO, represent 
the Greater Washington Central Labor Council. 

Mr. Albert Herling represented the Central Labor Council. 

Mr. Sartor. Would you challenge this statement of Mr. Cochran ? 

This department represents the interests of industrial workers within the 


AFL-CIO, and externally’ as well. There are 69 unions affiliated with the 
department, with a total membership of 7 million. 


That was Mr. Cochran’s statement. I just want to know whether 
the 125,000 i. in your union you say you represent are a part 
of that 7 million. 


Mr. Turner. We might be in agreement with Mr. Cochran’s state- 
ment. I do not know, Congressman. We might be. 

Mr. ANvEerson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mr. Anperson. Would the gentleman quote that portion of Mr. 
Cochran’s testimony in which he supported all of the provisions of 
HLR. 2331 ? 

Mr. Saytor. I do not have it here, but I have read his testimony 
and he said he is in favor of the provisions of S. 77, which had the 
provisions which are in H.R. 2331, which passed the Senate last year. 

Mr. Anperson. Would the gentleman quote it, if he has the testi- 
mony? If you have it in front of you, read it. 
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Mr. Sartor. We cannot find any blanket endorsement of this pro- 
vision or one which would indicate Mr. Cochran is any more in fayor 
of H.R. 2331 than he would be of the last bill Mr. Foley has. 

Mr. Anverson. The last bill Mr. Foley has was not even considered 
by our committee last year. 

Mr. Sartor. There is nothing in Mr. Cochran’s testimony which 
indicates he would not be in support of it. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Cochran did not support that bill last year be. 
cause it was not considered. He supported S. 77, which is identical] 
with H.R. 2331. 

Mr. Utiman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mrs. Prost. Can the gentleman from Pennsylvania designate the 
page on which the testimony appears? If not, we will move on to the 
next member of the committee for questioning and the gentleman can 
supply it. 

Mr. Saytor. Go ahead. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Uttman. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Before we leave that subject, I just would like to say, in analyzing 
the testimony last year, Mr. Cochran said, “However, as I pointed 
out again in my statement, I do not believe that the reservation will do 
the job.” That is the reservation in the legislation you are talking 
about. 

I cannot find anything to back up the contention of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, but as the gentleman from Colorado says, this is 
not at point in this hearing at the moment. 

Mr. Turner, I want to just congratulate you on making a short and 
concise statement and presenting your views with clarity and with 
effectiveness. 

I am impressed that you represent a lot of people in the greater 
Washington area who are interested in recreation, and I am impressed 
with your statement, particularly after hearing a lot of testimony 
from other people who represent conservation groups. I am im- 
pressed in your opinion, as I understand your statement, that a res- 
ervoir area from a dam, if that is found feasible and necessary, might 
provide as much or more recreation than the park itself. Is that what 
you are saying ? 

Mr. Turner. That certainly is true, Congressman, and I have ob- 
served this personally down in the Tennessee Valley where the won- 
derful recreation potential has been so well realized in the various 
reservoir lakes that have backed up there behind the various TVA 
dams. It is unbelievable when you get down there and see all the 
boats and the swimming and other types of recreation that go on in 
that area. 

Mr. Uttman. In other words, since this poor man’s park has been 
bandied around quite a bit, it might conceivably be a poor man’s 
reservoir that is built up there, where many hundreds of thousands 
of people could enjoy themselves. 

Mr. Turner. That certainly would be the case. It would offer 4 
greater variety of recreation, sir. 

Mr. Utiman. This is not an argument one way or the other as far 
as I am concerned, except an attempt to point up the deficiencies of 
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the other argument that was used in the case of the park. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. Laneen. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Just a question or 
two, if I may. I seem to notice so much emphasis being placed on 
the purpose of the park. The establishment of the park in the first 
place seems to indicate that we are to preserve and to make available 
to the public somet hing that is of historic significance, so that they may 
benefit from the history that has been written and has been experi- 
enced in this field. We seem to make a comparison of that to rec- 
reation. 

There seems to be two items here: First, with regard to the preser- 
vation of the historical significance of this park, 1s building a dam 
going to improve that historical position’ It seems to me it is going 
to deteriorate that, is it not ? 

Mr. Turner. I think, sir, water supply of the District of Columbia 
and the metropolitan area is probably more important in its signifi- 
cance than the historical significance of the particular area that might 
be inundated by a dam. 

Mr. Lancen. I surely do not want to minimize the importance or 
the significance of the water supply. However, we had presented 
before this committee yesterday the thought, at least, that there might 
be other approaches to the matter of adequate water supply that in 
turn would not hamper or retard the preservation of this historical 
significance. 

‘Following up the water supply and the need of a large dam, it seems 
to be emphasized here that by so doing we are going to provide more 
recreation, that the matter of building a dam is almost as important 
from a recreational standpoint as it is from a water supply stand- 
point. 

Mr. Turner. Certainly I think water is a necessity and certainly 
comes ahead of recreation. But I think that we cannot overlook the 


‘wonderful recreational facilities that will be provided by a lake. 


Mr. Lancen. The type of recreation that you refer to there by a 
lake, would you explain that to me? 

Mr. Turner. I have noticed there is a lot of swimming. I noticed 
down in Chattanooga and Knoxville provisions have been made for 
swimming, with lifeguards and so forth. I notice there has been a 
lot of stocking of the area with fish for fishing purposes. Certainly 
{have noticed a lot of hiking along the lake, as there would be hiking 
along the canal. And in regard to the water itself, of course, there 
seems to be a great interest in Americans, these days, of acquiring some 
kind of a boat, and I noticed a lot of outboard motors or boats and 
rowboats and canoes being utilized on the various lakes in the Ten- 
nessee Valley. Those are the types of recreation that I assumed would 
beutilized in this type of a lake. 

Mr. Laneen. I certainly appreciate the value of the entire recrea- 
tional field there in the matter of boats, having seen a little something 
of it. We have one instance with which I am quite closely acquainted. 
With reference to the poor man’s recreation, I have noticed that the 
use of boats and that sort of thing is not always a poor man’s rec- 
Teation. It seems to have been emphasized more in the field in which 
asubstantial income is required. 
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It would seem to me in many instances that the poor man’s recreg- 
tion sometimes centers around a picnic table out in a sheltered spot 
and that sort of thing, as much as it will in a big expensive boat. In 
thinking in terms of the poor man’s recreation, I think that has to be 
recognized, as well. 

Mr. Burpickx. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Laneen. Yes. 

Mr. Burpicx. Do the poor men in Minnesota not use the 10,000 
lakes ? 

Mr. Laneen. Oh, surely. I shall not fail to recognize that at all. 
But in the matter of the boats, as I think the gentleman from North 
Dakota knows—in fact we have a good many of them from North 
Dakota coming over to Minnesota, and I do not see too many of what 
I would classify as “poor men” from North Dakota that come over to 
Minnesota. 

Mrs. Prost. Does that complete your questioning ¢ 

Mr. Laneoen. That isall. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Turner, you ee the Greater Washington 
Central Labor Council of AFL-CIO? 

Mr. Turner. Yes. 

Mr. Anperson. You did not represent them last year when the 
testimony was given ? 

Mr. Turner. No. 

Mr. Anperson. Their position was presented, as I understand it, 
by Mr. Cochran ? 

Mr. Turner. No; by Mr. Albert K. Herling, sir. 

Mr. Anverson. A resolution, adopted by the Greater Washington 
Central Labor Council was presented by Mr. Cochran. 

Mr. Turner. I see. 

Mr. Anperson. And the question has been raised whether or not 
you are being consistent in your testimony this year. May I read 
to you a paragraph in the resolution last year and ask you whether or 
not that is consistent with your present position ? 

Mr. Turner. Yes. 

Mr. Anperson (reading) : 

Resolved, That the Greater Washington Central Labor Council, AFL-CIO, 
urge that H.R. 1145 not be passed by the Congress and that no further con- 
sideration be given to the creation of a national park on the Potomac until the 
Corps of Engineers completes its study and reports to the Congress. 

Is that in any way contradictory to the position you take this year! 

Mr. Turner. Completely in accord with our testimony this year. 

Mr. Anpverson. This resolution was placed in the record by Mr. 
Cochran at the hearings to which the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
has already referred. 

Mr. Turner. That resolution was passed, but I thought Mr. 
Herling had introduced it. I did not know Mr. Cochran had 
introduced it. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Cochran placed that testimony in evidence. 
And the other resolution in that unanimously adopted resolution 
states that— 


We favor the comprehensive multiple-purpose development of the Potomac River 
as the best means of meeting the ever-increasing requirements of the metropoli- 
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tan area for water, flood control, siltation and pollution control, and electric 
power for our ever-increasing population. 4 

Do you think — in any Way inconsistent with the position you 

esenting today ! 

“\ _ 4 Chrtuinky it is not, and the position has not been 
os Anverson. That is the position you are presenting today ? 
Mr. Turner. Yes. 
Mr. Anverson. The only other point I would like to make, Madam 
Chairman is that, having presented that testimony, Mr. Cochran 
was asked whether or not he felt that the amendment to S. 77 was 
sufficient to allow dams to be placed on the Potomac should the need 
arise, and Mr. Cochran said, “However, as I pointed out again in 
my statement, I do not believe that the reservation will do the job that 
we have in mind.” 

And then proceeds to make a comparison with Echo Park. I have 
no other questions. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. McGinley. 

Mr. McGintey. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Alaska. 

Mr. Rivers. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from North Dakota. es 

Mr. Burvick. I notice you said you appear in two capacities, as a 
citizen and as a representative of labor unions. 

Mr. Turner. That is correct. 

Mr. Burpick. And this is your view as a citizen in the area too? 

Mr. Turner. Both as a citizen and as a trade union representative. 

Mr. Burpickx. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there any further committee questions ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Turner. We appreciate your testi- 
mony and your appearance here this morning. 

The next three witnesses will be asked to come to the witness table 
and give their testimony in the order in which their names are called: 
Mr. Stewart Brandborg, assistant conservation director, National 
Wildlife Federation, Mr. Olsen, of the Isaak Walton League, and Mr. 
Irving Brant, of Washington, D.C. Will you please come forward ? 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. ANpERsoN. Madam Chairman, I am sure all of these witnesses 
are very capable, and do a fine job and I ask recognition in order 
that I might state the fact that Mr. Brandborg is from my State of 
Montana. His father is a long-time friend of mine, a leading con- 
servationist in my State of Montana, and we are very proud to have 
Mr. Stewart Brandborg continuing in his father’s footsteps in carry- 
ing out this very important work in the field of conservation. 


Mrs. Prost. I thank the gentleman from Montana, and you may 
proceed. 


STATEMENT OF STEWART BRANDBORG, ASSISTANT CONSERVATION 
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FOUNDATION 


Mr. Branpsorc. Madam Chairman, I am grateful for that heart- 
warming expression. As a westerner, I claim considerable loyalty to 
Montana and Idaho. I feel that I am among friends whenever I have 
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occasion to appear before this group. And I feel on this specific 
occasion that my background as a westerner gives me opportunity to 
evaluate, in the eyes of the westerner, the proposition that is before us, 

I am Stewart M. Brandborg, assistant conservation director of the 
National Wildlife Federation. 

The National Wildlife Federation is a nationwide organization of 
sportsmen and other conservation-minded citizens. We have some 
2 million members who are affiliated with us through conservation and 
sportsmen federations in the States, the District of Columbia, and the 
Territory of Hawaii. The conservation program of the Federation is 
financed with contributions from conservation-minded citizens jn 
return for the National Wildlife Conservation Stamps. 

I wish to endorse the purposes and objectives of H.R. 953 and H.R, 
te providing for the establishment of the C hesapeake and Ohio 
‘anal National Historical Park. Passage of this legislation is a nee- 
essary step in seeking fullest protection “of the recreational resources 
of the historic C. & ‘O. Canal and the contiguous areas of wild and 
undeveloped countryside. It is particularly appropriate that this 
legislation should be considered at this time, when the scenic and out- 
door values of the lower Potomac River face continuing threats of 
permanent impairment through various proposals for river, road, and 
housing developments. This area stands to benefit greatly from the 
protection and careful management which can be afforded through 

establishment of a park. 

It is hardly necessary to emphasize here today the tremendous 
oe of outdoor recreational use which is presently placed upon the 

‘vanal and adjacent lands. Thousands of visits are made to it each 
year by hikers, picnickers, hunters, fishermen, boating enthusiasts, and 
nature lovers. The rapid growth of the Metropolit: in Washington 
area, coupled with tartibe restriction of those public and private 
lands to which people can turn for these varied outdoor experiences, 
will continue to increase the requirements upon this area. These uses 
fully justify the designation of the area as a park in which recrea- 
tional, educational, and cultural purposes can best be served. 

The more accessible portions of the canal afford opportunity for 

casual use by the visitor who, with only limited time, can gain at least 
a passing impression of the true natur: al character of this area. With 
proper protection as a park, it can provide even greater opportunities 
for imparting an appreciation of the natural landscape of the lower 
Potomac River. The values represented here are as much a part of 
our American culture as are the impressive monuments, art galleries, 
and beautiful public buildings of Washington. 

More remote sections of the canal offer opportunity for even richer 
outdoor experiences. These undeveloped areas must be preserved in 
their natural state if they are pa provide the solitude and forms of 
recreation that can be enjoyed in wildernesslike surroundings. We 
Americans have a deeply ingr: ied desire for this type of outdoor 
living. It must be provided in ample supply to satisfy our increasing 
needs, particularly in urban areas where people feel the greates' 
pressures and tensions from living crowded together. 

It should be pointed out that “the diversity of outdoor experience 
which can be enjoyed along the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal and on ad- 
joining lands along the Potomac greatly enhance the recreational 
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yalue of this area. Boating, fishing, hunting, hiking, study of nature, 
and the outdoors are but a few of these. Each should be encouraged 
as a part of the recreational pattern after the park is established. 

We are encouraged by the progress made by the National Park 
Service and the Maryland Department of Game and Inland Fish in 
reaching agreement on provisions for hunter access to hunting areas 
along the Potomac River and in planning acquisitions that will be 
well coordinated with wildlife refuge and management programs. 

The two agencies have now agreed on arrangements that will permit 
hunters to cross the narrow strip of designated park lands to hunting 
srounds along the Potomac River. It also appears that the Park 
Service and the Maryland Department of Game and Inland Fish will 
be able to reach substantial agreement on land designations for the 
park and for hunting, management, and refuge areas on lands adja- 
cent to it. Long-term cooperative agreements and leases between the 
two agencies for Federal lands, which can be used by the State for 
wopagation and management of birds and game, give promise of last- 
ing benefits to the sportsmen and other wildlife enthusiasts who use 
the area. Access and parking facilities to be provided by the Park 
Service for recreationists would be of great benefit to both fishermen 
and hunters. It is understood that the Park Service will make these 
available for use of sportsmen during hunting and fishing seasons. 

It is important that the record show the need for continued cooper- 
ation between the National Park Service and the Maryland Depart- 
ment of Game and Inland Fish in working out programs of acquisi- 
tion and development that will permit the fullest recreational bene- 
fits from the park and adjacent wildlife and recreation land. Such 
use should be planned to preserve the natural beauty and wilderness 
character of this scenic area. Special precautions should be taken to 
avoid intrusions into those wild stretches of the canal where the signs 
of men’s activities have healed over and the areas have reverted to a 
wild and natural state. Any proposal for a dam in this area, which 
would require the flooding of 30,000 to 40,000 acres of land along 
a 35-mile stretch of the river, should be given the most careful con- 
sideration in an effort. to find alternatives that would not involve such 
great sacrifices to eee outdoor values. 

The National Wildlife Federation is opposed to the proviso in 

H.R. 2331, beginning on page 5, line 12, which states: 
And provided further, That designation of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park purposes shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its use 
for such works as Congress may in the future authorize for improvement and 
extension of navigation, or for flood control, or irrigation, or drainage, or for 
the development of hydroelectric power or other*purposes. 

We believe such a proviso has no place in this legislation. Congress 
already has complete authority to authorize construction of a dam in 
the area that would be included in the Chesapeake and Ohio National 
Historical Park as provided for in H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331. This 
previso simply emphasizes its clearly established authority to consider 
and provide for future construction of dams or other water develop- 
ment facilities within this park when and if it considers this necessary 
sometime in the future to meet the needs of people of this region. 
This provision is unnecessary and we urge that it be deleted. 

The National Wildlife Federation is unable to support H.R. 5194 
and H.R. 5344. These bills would restrict the improvement, manage- 
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ment, and protection of a 35-mile stretch of the proposed park between 
the Great Falls of the Potomac and Brunswick, Md., for a 31-year 
period during which the Corps of Engineers would endeavor to car 
out a study of dam sites and complete a comprehensive water develop- 
ment plan for the Potomac River Basin. Any timetable for comple- 
tion of these studies would be contingent upon congressional appro- 
priation of money for this purpose. ‘To date, the Corps of Engineers 
has not proceeded on schedule with these investigations because Con- 
gress has not provided sufficient funds to do this work. 

If the situation continues, as it well might, a major and very im- 
portant part of the proposed park would have to go without full and 
adequate protection and recreational development. Serious impair. 
ment of its natural beauty and historic features would result. 

It should be clearly pointed out that the C. & O. Canal from here to 
Cumberland was purchased by the United States in 1938. It is al- 
ready a park, a part of the National Capital Parks and a unit of our 
National Park System. It can now be developed to some extent for 
recreational purposes by the National Park Service. The provisions 
of H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344 would seriously hamper the future admin- 
istration of the scenic canal area presently under the jurisdiction of 
the National Park Service. They would thus prevent or postpone for 
an indefinite period the full use and enjoyment of this natural area by 
the public. 

I would like to add at this point that agreements were reached by 
the Director of the National Park Service and the Director of the 
Maryland Department of Game and Inland Fish to provide for wild- 
life improvements along the canal area and to provide for certain 
acquisitions and certain access to the open hunting areas on each side 
of the proposed canal park. I believe that these agreements would be 
jeo sulieaa by these two later bills, H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344. 

or this reason it appears that retention of the present status of 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park lands would be preferred to the 
enactment of either H.R. 5194 or H.R. 5344. 

With the C. & O. Canal already a part of our National Park System, 
future proposals for the construction of dams that will flood it out 
can be expected to meet with the concern of conservation-minded 
ot le who believe in the protection and perpetuation of the National 

ark System. The enactment of H.R. 953 or H.R. 2331 will not alter 
this fact. These bills only serve to put this area under separate ad- 
ministration, enlarge it as a aan historical park and permit its 
fuller use and enjoyment by the American people. 

Thus their enactment or failure to gain passage would not alter 
the fact that any encroachment upon this scenic area, within the 
park system, would be seriously considered by the millions of peo- 
ple who feel that their National Park System should be perpet- 
uated and kept intact. For this reason, consideration at this time 
of whether or not a reservoir will be built to flood out this park land 
along the lower Potomac River seems unnecessary. We have a park 
here now. What Congress decides to do with it in the future in order 
to permit water development and storage facilities will depend upon 
our future needs. And Congress has the clearly defined authority to 
make changes in the park, or to eliminate it entirely, if it feels that 
this is necessary in order to serve the best interests of our people. 
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These bills (H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331) to enlarge and improve the 
rotection and management of these park lands do not alter the fact. 

The Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park will be 
an asset to the District of Columbia, the States of Maryland and Vir- 
ginia, and our Nation. It will enable the preservation in a natural 
state of a unique and HOS ORy rich section of our countryside. 
Through its designation as a park, the area can be better protected 
from abuses that threaten its recreational and cultural values. I 
wish to urge favorable consideration of H.R. 953 in its present form, 
or H.R 2331, with the changes suggested above, at the earliest 

rtunity. 
*PMfadam Chaienes, I would like to add, very briefly, a few addi- 
tional comments to my prepared statement. 

I feel very strongly—and this view is shared by the members of our 
State affiliates who are directly concerned with the proposal to estab- 
lish the park in the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park area along the 
Potomac River—that we should not hold up further consideration of 
the bill to establish this park until such time as the Corps of 
Engineers’ studies are completed. oy 

In view of the difficulty we have in getting appropriations for the 
comprehensive investigations of the corps, it appears that we may 
have to anticipate further delays of up to as much as 10 years before 
these investigations would be completed. 

No matter what the decision of Congress as to the future dis- 
position of lands along the C. & O. Canal, we recognize that 
we are facing unequaled increases in land prices in this whole area. 
The prices that we would have to pay for lands to be included in the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park are small com- 

ared to what they will be in a few years from now. The same applies 
in the case of the use of this area for reservoir purposes. Acquisition 
now is going to save us a great deal of money in the case that the 
Congress decides that we must have a dam that would inundate a 
part of the park. 

We recognize that the park is being damaged by haphazard develop- 
ment at this time. We see some unsightly buildings, some scars on 
the landscape, as we proceed up the park along the river, that should 
not be allowed to happen. Unless we acquire this land along the park 
in the areas that have been recommended for inclusion in the new 
park immediately, we are going to be faced with not only higher 
acquisition costs, but we are going to have some permanent impair- 
ments of what is now a very beautiful and wonderful scenic area. 

In the course of this hearing, I have been impressed by the repeated 
reference to pollution on the Potomac River and the need for water 
storage to alleviate this pollution right here in the center of our 
Washington area. 

As you know, conservationists—and I think this would include 
many members of this committee—have one common weakness. They 
frequently overextend themselves and try to cover too many good 
causes for the sake of conservation. This has happened to me in the 
case of the pollution problem right here in the center of our city. I 
have found, through some study and investigation, that here, as every- 
where else, dilution is no solution for pollution. The only way we are 


going to clean up the Potomac River is to treat the waste that comes 
39315—59-—13 
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from our homes and our business places before we dump them into the 
Potomac. They are dumped down at the Blue Plains plant, the tide 
comes in and they are washed right back into the heart of our city 
into the Tidal Basin where they certainly are an offense to the sense of 
smell. They are an eyesore and they are totally objectionable. (Qf 
course, they also present a very serious health menace. 

In 1957 and 1958, the Secretary of Health, Educ: ution, and Welfare 

called a conference of the States who are involv ed in the pollution 
abatement considerations here in the Potomac to consider what must 
be done to resolve this problem. 

At that conference it was decided and pointed out that the only 
way we could attain further improvement of the situation is to com- 
plete the enlargement of the Blue Plains plant. This is going ahead 
on schedule and was reported to you yesterday by Mr. Auld. 

The other provisions and the ‘other requirements are to enlarge the 
plan (c) intercepter system which would carry the overflows during 
the times of heavy pr ecipitation. 

This would be a series of trunk lines extending under our city to 
carry off the excess that now runs into our sewers, mixes with the sew- 
age § and goes into the river. We need between $1 30 and $140 million to 
accomplish this. In the present District of Columbia budget, we have 
$3.3 million. The program is supposed to be completed by 1966, if the 
compliance with Federal pollution abatement laws is to be carried out 
by the District of Columbia and the cooperating agencies of these 
adjacent jurisdictions. 

We have also listened to the discussion of the silt problem here on 
the Potomac and the relationship it has to water storage needs and 
the need for big dams. I oad like to point out, as a person who 
has worked with conservation agencies—and I think this is something 
that most of the committee members are aware of—that the silt prob- 
lem is not to be resolved by big dams. We have got to stop silt pollu- 
tion by conservation practices right on the land. This is a problem 
that should be taken care of by the conservation agencies of our Fed- 
eral and State Governments who can work in cooperation with the 
land users, the farmers, the people that manage the forests and other 
lands within this watershed. 

I think General Grant has provided authoritative testimony to show 
we do not have to build a River Bend dam at this time. 

His many years of experience with the Corps of Engineers stands 
as good evidence of what we feel we must consider very carefully as 
our chief alternative to the proposal for the big dam at River Bend 
or at other sites within the area included in the proposed Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 

I think it is regrettable that now, after reaching a compromise il 
the last Congress on S. 77, which is identical to H. R. 2331, that we find 
ourselves involved in a dispute that relates to the water storage fa- 
cilities that es be installed along the lower Potomac River. It 
seems that w » about to sacrifice a priceless park area to disputes 
that can be jenn ed later by the Congress and disputes that can be 
met by the authority of Congress to do whatever it wishes to do with 
this lower Potomac River area at any future date. 

My final comment is this: During my 5 years’ service with the 
National Wildlife Federation, I have had the opportunity to travel 
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to regions of the United States that have given me new perspectives 
about the benefits from reservoirs to recreational use. I recognize 
that a reservoir in the Southwestern United States is a much different 
thing many times, than a reservoir in this part of the country, or in 
the Pacific Northwest. 

Now each situation has to be evaluated on its own merits. But as 
a general rule, when we have the scenic resources that are represented 
here on the lower Potomac River, we recognize that our evaluation 
must be qualitative as well as quantitative. 

We want to think in terms of what we have represented in the way 
of a diversity of recreational uses as compared to the number of people 
that can be served. 

It seems that the lower Potomac area, the area that is embraced in 
the proposed C. & O. Canal Park bill, would give us a wide diversity 
and the greatest opportunity for maximum use and enjoyment of this 
area. Certainly, with the effects of undulating waterlines, the fluctua- 
tions in water levels, the mudflats that are associated with this type 
of use of a reservoir, we would have serious loss to what is now a very 
beautiful and wonderful natural area. 

It is true that in the Southeast where we have had some of the TVA 
projects, even in the Southwest and in other sections of the country, 
my home State, we have seen reservoirs that have given us appreciable 
recreational benefits. I think these must always be considered and 
weighed, but I do not think we can overlook the natural assets of this 
area that would be destroyed through the construction of a dam with 
fluctuating waterlines. 

I want to thank you for the privilege of being here today and for the 
privilege of presenting my thoughts to this committee. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Brandborg, for your very 
finemessage. We doappreciate it. 

Mr. Olson, will you please give your name and title for the record? 


STATEMENT OF SIGURD F. OLSON, ELY, MINN. 


Mr, Orson. Madam Chairman, may I stand instead of sitting down ? 
Ican think better on my feet. 

First of all, I want to thank you, Madam Chairman, for the privilege 
of appearing here on such short notice. I should be attending a 
meeting in Philadelphia, right at this moment. At the last moment, 
this morning, I decided to come up here and cancel that date until 
this afternoon. I appeared before Mrs. Pfost and she asked me if 
Thad a statement and I said, “No. I do not have anything.” 

She said, “Can you pound a typewriter?” TI said, “I can,” and she 
said, “Here is one in the corner,” and gave me some paper and carbon 
and I went to work. 

That was very generous and thoughtful of her and I appreciate it 
very much. 

I will make my statement, therefore, very brief. 

Icome from Minnesota and I was very happy to see a fellow citizen 
from Minnesota on this committee, Mr. Langen. He lives up where 
the temperature runs down to 45 and 50 ever other weekend. I live 
pretty far north too, up at Ely. But we are both in a lake country 
and we understand this business of recreation as few people do, I feel 
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When we talk about recreational values, I think we have had a lot 
of experience in knowing their impact on Minnesotans as well as on 
Dakotans who patronize Minnesota rather heavily. 

My interest in the C. & O. Canal runs back a good many years, | 
do not live here, but I spend a lot of time here. 

I was particularly intrigued about 4 years ago, when I took a little 
stroll with Justice Douglas from Cumberland 1 to Washington just to 
demonstrate the rec reational values of that area. This little strol] 
was 189 miles, as you know, and it took us 8 days. And I did dis. 
cover then what an important and beautiful area this was and how 
important it was from a historical standpoint, an area close to such 
a great metropolitan center as Washington, and reasonably close to 
the metropolitan seaboard cities and the ribbon cities extending from 
New York to Norfolk, some 30 million people. 

I was impressed with the great significance of this area and its 
great potential. 

Sunday morning Justice Douglas and I took a walk on the canal 
as we do occasionally, when I come into town, just to keep up our 
spirits. We walked from Great Falls up to Swain’s Lock and a few 
miles beyond and then came around and came back. The redbud and 
dogwood were in full bloom. I do not think I have ever seen them 
more beautiful. And I was very pleased and happy to escape the city 
for a few hours and get that vista of beauty which comes to that area 

every spring. But more than that, I was impressed with the hun- 
dreds of people hiking along the towpath. I said to Justice Douglas, 
“Could you estimate how big the increase has been in the last 3 or 4 
years, since we made the former hike?” 

He said, “I cannot figure it out, but I am sure 4 or 5, maybe 10 
times.” That is just a wild guess. But where there were three or 
four people, you would see, on a Sunday morning walking 4 or 5 
years ago, we ran into hundreds last Sunday morning. They were 
people from Metropolitan Washington, girls and boys, families with 
smal] children, picnicking, walking, enjoying the color and the new 
foliage and the birds coming in. I thought to myself as we were 

walking along there last Sund: 1y morning, what a tragedy it would be 
to put a concrete dam in this area that would flood this entirely and 
deny these people that kind of experience. I felt it would be a 
tragedy. 

One reason I am here this morning is to tell you why I felt it would 
be a tragedy. 

If it was a case of Washington not getting any water, we might 
ingen a dam seriously. You people from the West, I do not have 
to tell you about water. T have been in the West a great deal, too. 
But this is not the West. There is lots of water here “and we do not 
have to put in a great big dam up above Great Falls to guarantee 
this area an adequate water -supph y. 

Testimony has been given, notably by General Grant yesterday, 
I believe it was, in which he said there was plenty of w ater in the 
basin itself. I read many other testimonies which say the same thing. 

Of course, as we all know, that basin is polluted. But Mr. Brand- 
borg just explained very br iefly and clearly how that. pollution can be 
cleaned up which will make all of this w ater available. 
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Pollution control in the Washington Metropolitan area is a must. 
It is coming. It will be expensive, but it has got to be done. The 
metropolitan area will demand it. It is the Nation’s Capital and 
it is a crime to have a polluted river at our door, and be getting our 
waters from a polluted stream. 

This National Capital can ill afford to postpone such a move very 
jong. I predict in the very near future the matter of pollution will 
be gone into so thoroughly and so extensively that the waters of the 
Potomac Basin will be clean enough to use and a lot cleaner than many 
other metropolitan cities we all know. 

This matter of electric power. It seems to me, reading briefly the 
testimony that has gone on here, that a great deal of emphasis has 
been placed on the matter of electric power. 

As I read that testimony, I wonder whether the proponents of that 
high dam consider what is happening in this technological world of 
ours. Just last week, in Time magazine, it talked about the new devel- 
opments in solar energy. It talked about the new developments in 
nuclear powerplants, new things that are coming out all the time. 
I would not be surprised that within the decade we would have nuclear 

wer reactors, we would have solar power reactors and other things 
that are still not mentioned, which will make the hydroelectric dam 
possibilities as outmoded as the pyramids. 

In other words, the proponents of the hydroelectric dam above 
Great Falls close their eyes to coming technological developments 
which are now on the drawing boards and which will outdate any 
of the old-fashioned Civil War ideas of throwing in concrete or 
power pumps. We know that all of the hydropower in the country 
is less than 7 percent of the total power requirements now. We know 
that steamplants in places where coal is available such as this, are 
taking up the slack. I went through a great steamplant on the Mis- 
sissippi River just 4 days ago, a new one in the building by REA. 
They could have had hydropower there too, but the steamplant propo- 
sition, in view of fluctuations was much more permanent and cheaper 
than hydroelectric power, and that is the coming answer in many 
areas, especially where coal is available. 

Certainly, we cannot. negate the possibility of a steamplant here if 
additional kilowatts are needed, but we do not need to throw in a 
concrete structure that will destroy a beautiful area to do something 
thta can be done in another way. 

So, I believe sincerely, that to build a big dam such as this pro- 
posed would be a tremendous mistake, a mistake that would merit 
condemnation in the future. It merely means we are closing our eyes 
to other possibilities and doing the old-fashioned things, the easy 
thing which is already outmoded today. 

I am a conservationist, I have been a conservationist for some 40 
years, probably all my life, which is a lot more than that. But, at the 
present time, I am president of the National Park Association of 
America. I amon the executive committee of the Wilderness Society. 
Iam wilderness ecologist of the Izaak Walton League. I am on ad- 
visory committees to the Government. You see where my interests 
lie and the bulk of my interest has been trying to save recreational 
areas before it is too late. Time is running out, gentlemen. With 
our expanding population, and they say by the turn of the century, 
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we will have 300 million instead of 174.5 million, as it is now, our 
expanding industrial complexion is making a network of the whole 
country, not to mention our new superhighway system, recreational 
areas will be at premium and they are at premium right now. 

A year ago, in cooperation with the National Park Service, I made 
a survey of recreational seacoast areas on the Atlantic coast and I was 
amazed to see how difficult it is to secure any seacoast areas now in 
view of the bulldozer approach of real estate development. In one 
little area, the Cape Cod beach area, we estimated that the cost of 
acquisition in that particular little area, was going up at a phenome- 
nal rate of between half a million and three-quarters of a million 
dollars a year and that every year of delay pyramids the cost. 

That is going on all over the country. 

On the seacoast survey it was estimated that only 240 miles of 3,700 
miles of coastline had been set aside for public use. Just 240 miles 
out of 3,700 miles. Those 240 miles are crowded now. What is going 
to happen at the turn of the cenutry, when we have twice as many 
people? Where are they going to go? They are going to look back 
at these Congresses and say why did not those people have vision 
enough to set aside some of this country, while there was still time? 
That is our responsibility. 

I was on the panel last winter at the Cosmos Club, with Luther Gu- 
lick, the great city planner. I will never forget what he said speaking 
of the urban sprawl. He said the urban sprawl appalls city planners. 
It has gotten out of hand. He said there are 30 million people living 
from New York to Norfolk, another 15 million from New York to 
Chicago, other millions from San Francisco to Los Angeles, ribbon 
cities, and no provision in those cities for recreation. Here is what 
he said in three lines, and I am going to leave them with you because 
they are worth remembering: 

He said in considering what is happening to our cities to this violent 
expansion we must consider this and immediately: We must always, 
within the confines of the urban design itself, provide recreational 
activities, recreational opportunities for many. We must provide 
contemplative opportunities for some and we must provide glimpses 
of beauty for all. 

I think that last line of his could apply right here to the C. & O. 
Canal area, a beautiful area. If we set it aside as a national park 
without any of these strings of multiple use attached to it, considering 
that recreational use is the predominant use for this area, then we will 
provide glimpses of beauty for all for all time and future generations 
will look back and say those people had vision, they had strength, they 
had analytical ability that would lay it on the line as far as highest 
use is concerned. Therefore, ladies and gentlemen, I believe the thing 
for this group to do is endorse a bill that will set up the Chesapeake 
& Ohio Canal Historical Park without provisions in it that will 
destroy it forever, or make possible its destruction in the future. 
Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, Mr. Olson. 

Proceed, Mr. Brant. 
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STATEMENT OF IRVING BRANT, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Brant. My name is Irving Brant, of 119 Fifth Street NE., 
Washington, D.C. I was for some years a consultant on national 
ark matters to the Secretary of the Interior, but had no Govern- 
ment connection in recent years and do not represent any organization. 
[am fairly well acquainted with the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal. My 
wife and [ have walked the entire length of it in both directions, 
in weekend installments—a distance of 300 miles. We have camped 
along it in many places between Great Falls and Cumberland and 
have traveled watered sections by canoe. Canal, river, and bluffs 
furnish a remarkable combination of historical, recreational, and 
scenic values, something unique in America. , 

Listening to the testimony before this subcommittee, prior to the 
Easter recess, I became considerably perplexed. The hearings were 
called to consider four bills which provide for the establishment of 
the Chesapeake 2 Ohio Canal National Historical Park. But as 
witness after witness appeared and was questioned, it appeared that 
the hearing was not on the park bills at all, but concerned future proj- 
ects of the Corps of Army Engineers on the subject of hydroelectric 

ower and water storage in the Potomac River. 

It is true that on the last day before the recess, several witnesses 
gave strong testimony in support of the park. But in the questioning 
that followed, the hearing sounded once more like one to decide today 
on the necessity of Potomac River dams that may or may not be 
recommended by the Army engineers some years in the future. I 
do not suggest that the future water supply of Washington is unim- 
portant, but that it is irrelevant to the proposed legislation. Con- 

ress, beyond any doubt, will do whatever is found necessary to meet 
the future water requirements of the Capital, and it will have plenty 
of latitude of action. 

Two things are certain: 

1. The Potomac River will keep right on rolling along, and it will 
be right where it is now, when and if Congress finds it necessary to 
control the flow. 

2. The establishment of the Chesapeake and Ohio National Park 
will not prevent Congress from acting at its discretion on any pro- 
posals that may be made in the future either by the Army Engineers or 
the District Commissioners. 

H.R. 953, introduced by Mr. Saylor, is altogether affirmative in its 
provisions. It contains no reservations concerning future public 
works. H.R. 2331, offered by Mr. Foley, contains a proviso, “That 
designations of lands for Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National His- 
torical Park purposes shall not debar, or limit, or abridge its use for 
such works as Congress may in the future authorize” for river control 
and development. 

The future power of Congress is the same with or without that 
clause. Passage of the Saylor bill, without any reservations whatever, 
would not debar, limit, or abridge the power of Congress to do what- 
ever might be essential to public welfare in the future. 

The slight difference between H.R. 953 and 2331 lies in the area of 
moral pressure. If H.R. 953 becomes law, there might have to be a 
greater proof of necessity before Congress would vote to erect. public 
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works that would inundate a portion of the canal. However, greater 
proof would be needed only if there was doubt about the neceggity. 
When one considers how many dubious measures have been proposed 
pushed as necessary, and fortunately defeated, it seems wise that no 
presumption of necessity should be set up in the law. 

Nevertheless, I have enough confidence in Congress to believe that 
our national lawmakers can be trusted to take care of the water 
requirements of the Potomac River Valley if the Saylor bill is passed 
without any reservation concerning future public works. 

I have equal confidence that future Congresses can be counted upon 
not to abuse the reservation contained in Mr. Foley’s bill, H.R. 2337. 

The situation is decidedly different when we come to Mr. Foley's 
second bill, H.R. 5194. On the last previous day of these hearings 
Mr. Foley made a statement which in effect abandoned this bill. Con. 
sequently, I wish to make it clear that in the following words, I am 
quoting from testimony which I held in my hand during that session 


of the subcommittee, but did not present because of adjournment, I 
quote: 


From my conversations with the author of the bill last fall, I am certain that 
he has a genuine desire to see the Chesapeake and Ohio Park established along 
sound lines. Consequently, I do not believe that he fully realized the purport of 
the changes which he has made from his original bill. 

(End of quotation from my undelivered testimony.) 

Now, it may seem like belaboring a dead horse to discuss H.R. 5194 
after Mr. Foley has shot the poor animal. But the bill is still before 
Congress, and I formed the impression that one or two members of 
this subcommittee liked it better than its sponsor did. It contains a 
provision, I condense the wording, that— 


No funds for development of the park shall be expended by the Secretary 
until after consultation with the Secretary of the Army and the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia * * * it being the intent of Congress that costly 
installations and improvements shall not be made in the park* * * prior to 
the time when the lands proposed to be developed are likely to be needed * * * 
for municipal and domestic water supply, navigation, flood control, drainage, 
hydroelectric power, or other beneficial purposes. 

That does more than handcuff the Secretary of the Interior to the 
Secretary of the Army and the District Commissioners. It chains 
all of them to a congressional post. It declares in effect that “the 
lands proposed to be developed”—that is, all the lands in this national 
park—are to be held in escrow by the National Park Service, without 
development except for temporary use, until the Army Engineers 
bury them under the waters of the Potomac. 

I cannot believe that this subcommittee will give its sanction to 
such a provision, which subverts the basic national park principles 
set. up by Congress in law after law during the past half century. 

If, however, such a provision is to receive approval, I suggest that 
the title of the measure be altered to read: 

A bill to establish and to disestablish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park. 

In his statement abandoning H.R. 5194, Representative Foley sug- 
gested that one of its provisions be transferred to H.R. 2331. This 
provides that the lands lying along the canal between Great Falls 
and Brunswick, Md., the area that would be flooded by a River Bend 
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Dam, shall not be developed or improved for park purposes, but 
may otherwise be administered in the same way as park lands until 
¢ months after the water-development plans of the Army engineers 
are submitted to Congress, not more than 3 years after the creation 
ark. 

= The bill already contains a clause declaring that 
ereation of the park shall not debar the use of the land for such 
public works as Congress may authorize. W ith the River Bend 
project known to be under study, it is inconceivable that any Secre- 
tary of the Interior would make wasteful or obstructive expenditures. 
Certainly, nobody believes that Secretary Seaton would do so. Adop- 
tion of that clause would, therefore, be a declaration of distrust in 
the Secretary of the Interior who will take office in January 1961. I 
cannot visualize a Democratic Congress doing that, unless it is com- 
pletely persuaded that the next Secretary will be a Republican. 

But consider what such a clause says to the Army Engineers. 
Before they have completed their studies, before they have decided 
whether or not to recommend the River Bend Dam, Congress would 
virtually be saying to them: “We are so sure that you will favor this 
project ‘that we endorse it in advance.” Such an action would be 
regarded by some as wrapping up the appropriation to build this par- 
ticular dam. It would have a tendency to disparage any other site 
and to discourage any effort to locate a better one. I ask you, as stu- 
dents of human nature in general and particularly of human nature 
in the Pentagon: If the Army Engineers are given the impression 
that they can get the money for one dam, and are uncertain whether 
they can get it for another, will their decision be governed by engineer- 
ing or by finance? If that question ever gets into debate on the 
floor of the House, this proposed clause may backfire about as ex- 

losively as some of our other missiles are backfiring at Cape 

anaveral. 

On the last day of the March hearings, when six advocates of the 
park were before you in a panel, every one of them was asked the same 
question, substantially this: “If the park is created now, and the Army 
Engineers later recommend the River Bend Dam, will you support 
their recommendation ?” 

I will answer that question before it is asked, first by asking an- 
other. Does Congress contain a single Member who will say, now, 
that he will vote to spend hundreds of millions of dollars out of blind 
faith in an engineering study which has not yet been made? 

My own answer is not the product of judicial poise but results from 
a conclusion, based on many years of observation, that in the realm 
of their civilian functions the Army Engineers approach much nearer 
toomnipotence than to omniscience. It began in 1910, when I listened 
to the good round swearing of a Mississippi River steamboat captain, 
stuck for 12 hours on a sandbar which the Army Engineers had moved 
half a mile downstream and deposited in the channel by misplacing a 
wing dam. 

Many years later, as editor of the St. Louis Star, I took part in the 
successful nationwide campaign to prevent the Army Engineers from 
flooding and burying forever the Great Falls of the Potomac River by 
building a high dam at the foot of the Potomac River Gorge. For- 
tunately, the defenders of Great Falls had not promised in advance to 
support anything the Army approved. 
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In 1938, acting as a consultant on national parks, I was sent out to 
study the boundaries of the Olympic National Park, which Congress 
had just created by enlarging the Mount Olympus National Monp. 
ment. Here is part of the information picked up on that occasion, 

For several years, and not without reason, the Army had been 
worried over the possibility of a Japanese invasion of the Olympic 
Peninsula. But they could not guess whether the landing would be 
made north or south of the great mountain mass which almost fills 
that peninsula. Accordingly, the engineers conceived the idea of g 
north-south military highway running straight over the mountains. 

Conservationists protested but did not get anywhere. Finally, the 
Army officers were persuaded to hold an informal meeting with the 
conservation people. The officers asserted that the road was im- 
peratively needed to permit the quick movement of troops over the 
Olympic mountains after invasion occurred. AJ] other considerations 
must be sacrificed to this patriotic necessity. 

The conservationists presented only one witness. He was a retired 
army officer, Major O. A. Tomlinson, at that time superintendent of 


Mount Rainier National Park. Major Tomlinson spoke two sep- 
tences : 


Your proposed military highway crosses a mountain range on which the snow 
lies 100 feet deep in the winter. How do you know that the Japanese will 
land during the 2 months of the year when the road will be passable? 

That ended both the meeting and the road. However, let us not 
be too hard on the Army Engineers. Such a quick adjustment to 
reality, I submit, constitutes a remarkable testimonial to the flexi- 
bility of the military mind. It helps to persuade me that the last 
word will not have been said on some of the subjects before this com- 
mittee until long after the last word appears to have been said on 
them. 

It was my intention to speak in some detail of the recreational and 
scenic values of the Chespeake and Ohio Canal. However, that aspect 
can easily be brought out in discussion of it, if it is desired. More- 
over, I entertain a hope that the relatively slight attention paid to that 
subject in these hearings may be due to the subcommittee’s taking 
those values for granted. 

There is one aspect of the matter, however, that particularly de- 
serves to be put into the record. That is the value of the 186-mile 
towpath to persons who are physically incapable of anything more 
strenuous than level walking. My own preference, I might remark, 
is for mountain climbing, and I am making no plans to stop it. 
Nevertheless, on any pleasant weekend you can see scores of persons 
tramping along the canal who because of age or other disability 
would be unable to climb the adjoining hills. In the upper reaches 
of the canal, where the Potomac cuts through the Alleghenies, the 
towpath furnishes a level trail into the mountains without the neces- 
sity of climbing them. Once this area becomes established as a na- 
tional park, with camping and picnic facilities available, this level 
walking feature of it will draw visitors from many hundreds of miles 
around. 

May I close with a suggestion? I am a believer in congressional 
junkets. I believe that the travels of Members of Congress to Europe 
and Asia are one of the great enlightening influences of this difficult 
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I should like to see this subcommittee make an arrangement, per- 
haps with the Washington Canoe Club, for a conducted trip by water 
on the Chespeake and Ohio Canal from Great Falls to the lock below 
Seneca. The time to do it is during the next week or two, when the 
dogwood is in flower on the hillsides to the right, columbines hang 
from jutting rocks, and the redbud lines the curving towpath to the 
left. Let me warn you, though, that this is a subversive suggestion. 
If you take the trip, it will have an insidious effect upon your freedom 
of judgment, when you come to make a report to the full committee 
on the establishment of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal as a national 

. Thank you. 
Pitre Prost. Thank you very much, Mr, Brant. : 

I should like to ask first of Mr, Brandborg, with emphasis particu- 
larly upon the 35-mile stretch of the river, which I have said a few 
times I felt should be reserved until the Army Engineers’ reports are 
in; do you not think, Mr. Brandborg, it would be reasonable to set 
aside the 35-mile stretch and allow the Federal Government to pur- 
chase the land to be used in the interim for park purposes, but with a 
limitation on the Park Service that no visitor center or other great ex- 
pense would be involved. Do you not think that is a reasonable 
approach ? ’ . s 

Mr. Branpzore. Madam Chairman, I feel that the bills to provide 
for the establishment of the park could best serve their purpose with- 
out this language proposed by Mr. Foley to amend H.R. 2331. I feel 
that the improvements that would be made in this area by the National 
Park Service would represent a comparatively small investment. To 
my knowledge, I do not believe the National Park Service has plans 
for any extensive improvements that would represent a substantial 
amount of money, and I feel that by including language to make this 
provision which you just described in this bill, we are watering down 
a piece of basic park legislation that should not be made to carry this 
kind of weakness. se ili 

In effect, we set a precedent for doing this with other national park 
legislation and you folks have been outspoken and valient in your de- 
fense of our national park system and have done a great deal to per- 
petuate it and protect it and I feel this would be a mistake at this 
time. 

Mrs. Prosr. I believe I understood you to say, Mr. Brandborg, you 
feel the committee should not hold up consideration of the legislation 
until the corps has completed its survey. In other words, you ex- 

ressed a desire that the committee move forward with this legislation. 

do not know, of course, what we are going to do, but if you were faced 
with the committee setting aside a 150-mile stretch and reserving only 
the 35-mile stretch, as I explained a moment ago, would you still feel 
that we should not move forward on the legislation with this reserva- 
tion; would you rather have no bill at all than to have one with the 
reservation of the 35-mile stretch ? 

Mr. Branvgore. I believe that the subcommittee, in all due respect, 
would be making a mistake to report this bill to the full committee 
with that language contained in the legislation. I believe that this 
would set a precedent, as I said before. I think it would be damaging; 
it would come back to haunt us; it would be used to our great disad- 
vantage and to the disadvantage of this committee in the future. 
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Mrs. Prost, Then you are saying, in effect, Mr. Brandborg, that you 
either prefer the whole 185-mile stretch as a national historical park 
or else no legislation at all. Is that what you are really saying? 

Mr. Branppore. I believe, Madam Chairman, that we can have our 
cake and eat it, too, here. I believe that the authority of the Con- 
gress to make any provision for municipal water supply for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia has been very adequately documented in the course 
of these hearings and I cannot help but believe that we can make 
provision for what dams are found to be necessary, if this proves to 
be a requirement. General Grant, as an authoritative witness, pointed 
out that if we asked the corps to look for alternative sites to the 
River Bend project, there might be a very great possibility the corps 
will come up with alternative projects. I would place fullest con- 
fidence in his testimony and hope the committee would see to it that 
the corps is so instructed so that we could gain the fullest evaluation 
of these alternatives without watering down this legislation with lan- 
guage of the type that is suggested. 

Mrs. Prost. But, of course, the committee, Mr. Brandborg, is faced 
with the problem of whether we shall set aside the 185-mile stretch 
of the river or whether we shall hold a 35-mile stretch as a reservation 
until the Army Engineers come in with their report. So, we have 
to make a determination: We either set up a national historical park 
taking in the canal with the 185-mile stretch or set up reservation 
within the framework of the legislation before us that would reserve 
that stretch for industrial and domestic water purposes for Wash- 
ington, D.C., and wait until the Army Engineers report is in. While 
I understand, I think, what the gentleman’s answer is, he has not, 
of course, directly answered, but we will not belabor the point. How- 
ever, I believe the gentleman was in the room yesterday when the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania read the 1916 National Park Act, and 
I think it very specifically set out what could and could not be done 
within the national park areas. 

Mr. Branpgora. Madam Chairman, may I reemphasize one point 
I made in my statement. Some 4,800 acres, I believe, of the canal are 
now held in Government ownership to be used in the manner that is 
consistent with park purposes. 

So, if it does prove to be absolutely necessary to build a high dam 
that would inundate a portion of the canal, the same issue will be 
faced. In other words, as a part of our National Capital parks sys- 
tem, this area will be protected by conservation-minded people and 
the people who have come to value this area so very highly as a price- 
less and irreplacable recreational asset. 

This is just a supplement to my previous comment, but I think this 
brings us right down to the situation we find ourselves in. In other 
words, we now, to a certain extent, have a unit of the park system 
to consider. 

Mrs. Prosr. Mr. Brant, I was very much impressed with your state- 
ment, particularly that in which you described the dogwood in flower 
on the hillsides, columbines hanging from jutting rocks, and redbud 
lining the towpath. 

Mr. Brant. I may have been a little early about the columbine; 
they are not in bloom yet. 
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Mrs. Prosr. I agree with you, it is very beautiful up the canal and 
certainly, I believe, I share the feeling of most of the committee mem- 
bers in the wish we might take a daily hike on the canal and enjoy 
some of the beauty you have described. 

Mr. Brant. I did not mention the phlox which completely carpets 
the land between the towpath and the river because from a canoe you 
cannot see over the towpath and see them. 

Mrs. Prost. I certainly think you described it very eloquently and 
sufficiently that most of us would like to be able to join you for an 
early morning hike out on the towpath. 

One question I should like to ask you: Do you not think that if we 
should establish a 150-mile length park area that it might provide 
sufficient hiking distance for the average person, providing we set 
aside this 35 miles ¢ 

Mr. Brant. I am sure it would provide adequate hiking distance 
for the people living above Brunswick, between Brunswick and Cum- 
berland. But the dam would flood the canal from about a mile and a 
half above Great Falls for a distance of 40 miles up. You are not go- 
ing to have the same hiking use of it for the great metropolitan area 
of Washington that you would have otherwise. 

On the canal, 1 think, that naturally the most beautiful natural 
area of the lower part of the canal is from Georgetown up to Great 
Falls. But that has been pretty well ruined as a hiking area by the 
development along it, mainly of housing and the roads as far as the 
Chain Bridge. 

Mrs. Prost. How many miles is that distance 4 

Mr. Brant. It is about 14 miles, or something like that to Great 
Falls. 

Then from Great Falls to Seneca, which is a distance of 8 miles, that 
is certainly the most beautiful wild area of the park this side of Har- 

rs Ferry. And the best parts of that begin right at River Bend. 

mmediately above Great Falls the country is attractive, but flat. 
Then you come at River Bend to the bluffs and there are bluffs prac- 
tically solidly from there to Seneca, which is a distance of about 6 
miles. That is the most heavily used part of the entire canal except 
for the fishermen who go out on the Cabin John streetcar and walk 
down. 

When you go above Seneca, you come to the area that is used by the 
Boy Scouts. For several miles above Seneca, there are Boy Scout 
camps along the side of the towpath, between there and the river, I 
think, about something like 35 of them. That is also a very attractive 
area, although it does not have the high land to the right. The high 
land begins again, to some extent, above Edward’s Ferry and then 
flattens out around White’s Ferry and resumes and becomes far more 
impressive at Points of Rocks and up to Harpers Ferry, when you 
enter the mountains. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Brant, let me say that, using the words of Mr. 
Brandborg, I wish we might have our cake and eat it, too. 1 am sorry 
to think that there is a stretch of the canal that may possibly need to be 
flooded for future water use. But I also do feel that I for one, as a 
member of this committee, have a responsibility to insure the fact 
that future generations will be supplied with sufficient domestic and 
industrial water. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Oregon. 

Before we proceed, let the Chair state that we would like to meet 
this afternoon for 1 hour with the hope we might be able to cloge 
these hearings. We should like to come back and resume our hearings 
this afternoon at 2 o’clock, and between the hour of 2 and 3 we would 
hope we might be able to conclude the hearings. We would like to 
have as many of the committee members as possible present at that 
time. 

Mr. Foley, will you be able to be present to give your testimony this 
afternoon ? 

Mr. Foury. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. I believe Mr. Saylor said he will be able to get here, 

Mr. Sartor. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. I am not sure whether we will be able to get to Colonel 
Sumner and Mr. Wirth. We are hopeful we will. We had been 
very much in hopes we could conclude this morning, but it is im- 
possible. 

Mr. Brant. Could I just complete my reply to your question? 

Mrs. Prost. If you can do it very briefly. 

Mr. Bran. It will be just a moment. I merely wish to remark 
that the area from Great Falls to Brunswick is included in the general 
reservation that is already in H.R. 2331, and it seems to me that the 
committee, if it establishes a special reservation for that 35-mile area, 
will be taking something out of the park on the supposition that the 
Army engineers will recommend that dam when there is no more like- 
lihood, possibly, of their recommending it than any other area or 
than some area entirely outside of the park for the purposes of the 
water supply of the District of Columbia. 

Mrs. Prost. Of course, the whole thought in my mind, and I be- 
lieve it is probably in other people’s minds on the commitiee, also, 
is that we would rather move forward. Rather than to wait to do 
anything on the other 150-mile stretch of the river, we would hope we 
could move forward and at least get a park started. That was the 
hope that I had, rather than holding up completely. Of course, if 
that is the desire of the majority of the people, that is one thing; but 
I for one had hoped we might start a park and establish the 150-mile 
stretch and reserve the other until the report is in. 

The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utiman. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

First, Mr. Brandborg, I wonder whether you wanted to clarify your 
statement. In your statement you indicated that you are in support 
of H.R. 2331, and yet you oppose the proviso in H.R. 2331. Were you 
aware of this discrepancy and did you wish to change your testimony 
in any way? Do you favor H.R. 2331, which includes the proviso 
which you oppose ? 

Mr. Branpgorc. I would clarify it for the purpose of the gentle- 
man from Oregon by saying that we endorse H.R. 2331, without the 
proviso, as a matter of policy. Our organization, the National Wild- 
life Federation, has taken the position that we should not include this 
type of language in a bill to establish a national park. We endorse 
H.R. 2331 with the omission of that section. 

Mr. Uriman. In other words, with the omission of that section, then 
it is H.R. 953 which you support ? 
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npBorG. Yes. 

om et So, actually, that is the only bill you do support, H.R. 
en cae nig We support both bills, but H.R. 2331 with the 

‘ssion of that language. 

5 aiceche: Which would make it the same. ey cht 

Mr. Branpgore. We did not protest last year when the principal 
agencies, the National Park Service, the Corps of Engineers, and the 
citizen conservation groups agreed on S. (7. This is the same bill 
as H.R. 2331. We recognize that compromises were expected, and 
our membership did not come forth to take exception to this provision 
which, as a matter of policy, the National Wildlife Federation wishes 
to have taken out of H.R. 2331. This was a matter of compromise 
from our standpoint. ae 

Mr. Uttman. You did accept it, in other words ? 

Mr. Branpsora. At that time, yes. 

Mr. Utuman. Thank you. That clarifies the point. 

The chairman has pointed out and I would like to say, you are 
aware, Mr. Brandborg, that all four of these bills do set up the na- 
tional historical park the full length of the canal. In that respect, 
they are all the same, are they not? They all do and authorize and 
set up the park, except that the bills that you oppose, H.R. 5194, par- 
ticularly, does have certain reservations with respect to this 35-mile 
area. 

I would like to state this: This committee does not take 
lightly the responsibility of setting up national historical parks. 
This is a very serious responsibility. It is my opinion if we set 
up a national historical park it should be something that is set up 
for generations and centuries to come, and if we bandied around with 
a national historical park and set it up now and came back in 5 years 
attempting to take out a chunk of it and disrupt it, it seems to me this 
would be placing Congress in a very embarrassing position, particu- 
larly if it were determined that needs of the area required a 
fresh water storage reservoir—and certainly the testimony that we 
have had here from the Corps of Engineers and from the sanitary 
engineers, people who are responsible for the water supply, has been 
overwhelmingly to the effect that they are going to have to have stor- 
age in this area of the Potomac. 

‘It is easy to say they can get it elsewhere. I question your reliance 
upon General Grant’s testimony, because we have such overwhelming 
professional testimony that is contradictory to his, much more re- 
liable testimony—not meaning to disparage him in any way, but much 
more reliable testimony to the effect we are going to need storage in 
this area. If the subcommittee determines we are going to have to 
have it, then the problem is this: We are either going to have to 
do one of three things: Not pass this bill, or No. 2, set up a national 
park for the 155-mile stretch, leaving out altogether this 35-mile 
stretch which the corps has testified here provides the most feasible 
storage site on the river, or the third alternative, to adopt some kind 
of a compromise such as H.R. 5194 that sets up the whole park with 
areservation. We have those three alternatives. 

I would like to ask you three gentlemen what your position would 
be if the situation came to a choice between no park or 150 miles of 
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park or 185 miles of park with the 35-mile proviso. If we have that 
choice, what is your position, first Mr. Brandborg ¢ 

Mr. Branpgorc. Mr. Ullman, with all due respect to the great, wig. 
dom of this committee, I do not feel that the people of this Nation are 
willing to make a choice of that sort. I do not believe that the people 
of this Nation are willing to sign off this historic and very scenic 
area and to accept no park at all. This is apart from my feeling on 
the matter and what I would accept and what my organization would 
accept. 

Mr. Ustiman. I appreciate your point of view. Your business js 
conservation and there is nobody that loves the outdoors more than 
Ido. I have some of the most beautiful country in the world in my 
district. But the people in America are more concerned about sur- 
vival and water supply than they are about the paths through the 
woods, and if it comes to an alternative, then this committee has got 
the responsibility for insuring the survival of the area through the 
protection of its water supply. That is the responsibility we have 
that overrides, in some instances, the recreational advantages, 

And no one is more appreciative of recreational advantages than 
Tam. I sit on the Outdoor National Recreational Resources Review 
Commission and I am completely imbued with the philosophy we 
have to protect and develop our maximum recreational resources. 

Mr. Branpsora. Mr. Ullman, we face this same question wherever 
we seek to protect wildlife, park, recreation, wilderness or other values, 

This is the issue. We know we are burdened by great agricultural 
surpluses in this Nation. It costs billions of dollars to store these sur- 
pluses and we knew in our minds we have not yet reached the critical 
stage in our history when we face serious shortages of food, fiber, and 
water. At that time, I believe the conservationists, failing in efforts 
to make the best use of all of our resources to satisfy our commodity 
needs, will be the first to say we must have a dam on the Potomac 
River, if this need is clearly pointed out and established. 

You base your question on the premise that the Corps of Engineers 
has pointed to River Bend Dam specifically as the one and only project 
to meet these water supply needs, and I recall the testimony of Mr. 
Sumner to the effect that this selection has not been pinpointed by 
the Corps of Engineers. I fully appreciate that the corps, since the 
time it made its presentation before this committee, may come in 
with the decision that this is the project it must have and that this is 
the key to our water supply problems. But, as of now, it is my clear 
understanding—and I want to be corrected if I am wrong—that the 
corps has not singled out this project and has not recommended this 
project for construction. It is one of some 14 projects, in my recollec- 
tion, that the corps is considering. If I am wrong, straighten me out. 

Mr. Uniman. As I understand the compromise legislation, it in- 
tends to make a reservation awaiting the report of the corps. And 
certainly, if the corps says the dam there is not reasonable or that 
the water can be found somewhere else, no committee of Congress 1s 
going to take a position adverse to that. But we do have a critical 
water supply problem that is going to have to be solved, we have the 
testimony of the Corps of Engineers and I think you will recollect 
the corps did testify this year they felt the most feasible storage site 
was in this stretch of the river; when you get above this stretch of 
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the river, you run out of dam sites for storage and I think this was 
pretty well set forth in the testimony of the corps this year. 

Mr. Branpsorc. I would agree this is implicit in their testimony, 
but as it is, I think we should take into full cognizance the statement 
of General Grant, that the corps has never been directed to look for 
alternatives to this site that would relieve our needs for preserving the 
GC. & O. Canal intact without jeopardizing the recreeational resources. 
If the corps has that directive, then they might be able to come out 
with a comprehensive plan that will give us a clear alternative that 
will not jeopardize the park resources. 

Mr. Uttman. Of course, the matter should have been brought up 
when the general raised the question yesterday, but the corps is di- 
rected to do that; the corps is directed to make a thorough and com- 
prehensive study of the problem. 

Mr. Branppore. That is wonderful. 

Mr. Untuman. And that includes every alternative. And if the 
corps does less than that, I am certainly going to be one to jump 
down their throats. They have the responsibility of determining 
every alternative under the present study, and the only purpose, as I 
understand, of H.R. 5194 is to make a temporary reservation in order 
to await the final findings of the corps and then Congress certainly 
is not committed to follow the corps recommendation. 

Someone said we are committed if they make a study. We are not 
committed to follow their study, but we should at least have the avail- 
ability of this study before we make a final determination of such an 
important situation as this one. ‘ 

Mrs. Prost. Will the gentleman from Oregon allow me to make a 
statement at this point and then if no point of order is made, we 
might finish with these three witnesses ? 

I promised Mr. Olson we would try to finish with him so he could 
atch a train at 12:30. Does any member of the committee wish to 
ask Mr. Olson a question ? 

Mr. Burpick. Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. Burpick. You asked the question, Mr. Olson, what we were 
going to do for recreation in this country when we have twice as 
many people. 

The testimony of the Army Engineers was that in 1970, projecting 
the population to 1970, if we should then have a dry cycle like in 1930, 
that the water supply of the Potomac would be inadequate for this 
area. 

My question is this: That is, based on 1970 population, what 
would happen to this area if the population doubled, what would they 
then use for a water supply ? 

Mr. Orson. I have no immediate answer to that, except referring 
to conversation I have with Secretary Seaton some time ago in which 
he outlined to me the Government’s intense interest in desaltation de- 
vices, powered by nuclear energy. And I would venture to say by 1970, 
the plans will be well along. I know the west coast is looking toward 
that and the east coast will certainly be looking toward it if such a 
ning should happen. 

I have no great fears that a drought. in this area will dry up the 
Potomac or the basin. But should such a catastrophe occur, I think 
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as I mentioned in my testimony, with our technology, we are not 
going to be caught short or caught dry. 

Mr. Burpicx. Then you do not think it would be a wise policy to 
look forward now to preserving the water we do have? 

Mr. Otson. A wise policy? I oe do. But I think also 
there comes a time when we must choose between intangible values 
and material values, to do as the old Chinese said when he was asked 
what. to do with his 2 pennies, whether to spend them both for food 
or not, he decided to spend one for food and one for hyacinths to feed 
his soul. 

I think if we spend 1 penny for hyacinths on the Potomac River, we 
are preserving something probably more important than the im- 
mediate material values which are in the offing right now. 

Mr. Burpicx. You would think the need for water for human be- 
ings is a material value. 

Mr. Otson. A material value. I would say water nourishes souls 
too, but I think you can have both. 

Mr. Buroicx. That is all. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. I just want to thank you for taking the time to come 
down before our committee. I always enjoy seeing you again and 
to hear you. 

Mr. Uxtitman. Madam Chairman, I would just like to say I was 
very much impressed by the eloquence of Mr. Olson. He made a ve 
fine statement. He represents a point of view which I think has a 
great deal of appeal, but if I might say, he is just a little bit 
preiudiced. 

Mrs. Prost. We do appreciate your coming and the committee ap- 
preciates having your very fine testimony. 

We hope we have not detained you too long. You may be excused, 
if the other two gentlemen will remain. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mrs. Prosr. The committee stands adjourned until 2 o'clock this 
afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m. the subcommittee recessed to reconvene 
at 2 p.m. the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p.m., upon the expiration of the 
recess. 

Mrs. Prost. The Subcommittee on Public Lands will now come to 
order for the further consideration of the C. & O. Canal. 

Mr. Brant and Mr. Brandborg, please come forward so that com- 
mittee members may complete their questioning. 


STATEMENTS OF STEWART BRANDBORG AND IRVING BRANT— 
Resumed 


Mrs. Prost. When the committee adjourned at 12:10 today, the 
gentleman from Oregon had the time. 

Mr. Utiman. Just in brief review, I asked the question and I 
would like to get an answer, which bears upon our responsibility 
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and our course of action here with respect to the various proposals 
re US. 

a veview, the measures before us all ‘provide for a national his- 

torical park from a point Just above Great Falls to Cumberland, 

Md., a distance of approximately 165 miles, or thereabouts. 

Isthatcorrect? 

Mr. Fotey. That is right. ; 

Mr. Uriman. Now, if we are faced with these alternatives, either 
no national historical park at all, or 125 miles of national park 
which would be between Brunswick, Md., and Cumberland, Md., or 
the full authorization of the 165 miles of canal with reservations on 
the approximately 35- or 40-mile stretch of the river, what would your 
choice be ? aN 

Bear in mind you told me what you thought the responsibilities 
of the committee were primarily, for recreation, but with the respon- 
sibilities that rest upon our shoulders of guaranteeing the very sur- 
vival of this area for water supply, faced with those three alterna- 
tives, can you tell me which your choice would be, no park at all, or 
125 miles of park between Brunswick and Cumberland, unrestricted, 
or the compromise legislation which authorizes the full 165 miles of 
parkway with the reservation on that area between Great Falls and 
Brunswick, approximately 35 miles? _ 

Do you understand the three alternatives ? 

We may very well have these alternatives before us. That is why 
I would like to get your opinion on it. 

Mr. Branpsorc. Madam Chairman, Mr. Ullman, I, of course, 
would not be here if I did not believe in the park. 

This has been made abundantly clear by our testimony. 

Mr. Uttman. You and I are not opposed. I believe in the national 
historical park, too, but our differences arise in arriving at the solu- 
tion to our problem. 

Mr. Branprorc. We feel that any language other than that which 
is found in H.R. 953 to provide for further development of water 
resources within the proposed Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
Historical Park would endanger the park system. 

We have seen controversies in the past where we had reservations of 
essentially this same nature and it appears to us that we could con- 
eeivably jeopardize our national park system by including language 
in this bill which would leave virtually the whole park open to water 
resource development. 

Now, I have serious questions in my mind as to how this 35-mile 
reservation that we might provide for future development would 
work, It seems to me in the absence of the Corps of Engineers’ 
comprehensive study and their review and their study of the alterna- 
tives that we might have two dams within the proposed 186-mile-long 
park. 

In the course of those studies they may come up with alternatives 
that will leave us in the position of not having to have a dam that 
would flood out any part of the canal or the area included in the park. 

Now, I cannot comprehend how we can designate a 35-mile stretch 
for a reservation for future water development in the absence of 


authoritative information from the Corps of Engneers or any other 
agency. 
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Now, we have seen the Corps of Engineers come before this Cop. 
gress with proposals for a dam along the lower Potomac River at 
River Bend. These proposals have been justified on the basis of 
flood control. This specific proposal was defeated. We have seep 
the proposal justified on the basis of hydroelectric energy. Ag of 
now we realize at this point that there is not enough hydroelectric 
energy to bother ourselves about. There is enough energy for some 
10,000 families, I believe, when we have all kinds of alternatiye 
sources for producing electric power. 

We have seen them justify the dam at this site because it would 
give us flood control benefits and this proposal was turned down by 
Congress. ; 

Now, are we ever going to stop? Are we going to sacrifice and 
endanger our park system because we do not have any specific dam 
in sight at this time? Are we giving the Corps of Engineers blanket 
authorization to build a dam or propose a dam wherever they may 
see fit? : 

I feel, and I think this viewpoint is shared by the members of oyr 
organization, that we would jeopardize our whole national park sys- 
tem by letting this type of legislation get through this committee, 

Mr. Utitman. May I interrupt to say that, first, we in my opinion, 
have ample testimony on the part of the experts that this stretch of 
the river encompasses the only feasible storage damsite on this stretch 
of the river? 

Previous plans, it is my understanding, had run of the river dams 
located elsewhere, but this stretch has the storage potential. 

That is why the corps testified this year that this was the only 
feasible site that they knew of; that if you got above this site you 
ran out of damsites. : 

But going beyond that, in my question I have the third alternative 
which would not force you to compromise your principles in any way 
whatsoever. 

Mr. Branppore. This alternative which would exclude the area 
which would be affected by River Bend Dam would leave us in 
the position of sacrificing the richest recreational and scenic area 
along the lower Potomac. This is the area that is closest to the city, 
where we can expect the heaviest recreation use to fall and it, in my 
opinion, having walked stretches of the canal, is the most important 
to us as a park and as a recreational area that should be made ayail- 
able for the people of the Metropolitan Washington area. 

The close proximity of this stretch of the park to the millions of 
people who will reside here, in fact, makes this the “poor man’s park’, 

it we take this away, then we have the problem of getting the 
people out to the less accessible portion of the park. This is the 
richest piece of park land that we have. 

Mr. Uniman. Is it not true that you have 20 miles approximately 
of canal between Washington and this point you are talking about; 
and is it not true the first 20 miles would be the best place for the 
poor man to participate in outdoor recreation ? : 

Mr. Branpporc. Well, I am not in a position to weigh 1 mile against 
another, but I do know that in the area that would be inundated 
we would sacrifice the richest. and most beautiful part of our lower 
Potomac Valley that would be included in the park. 
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This, at least, stands in my observation. — 

Mr. Utiman. Getting back to my question, you will adhere only to 
the original proposal in H.R. 953. However, I do understand that 
you did also sanction this proviso in H.R. 2331 ; is that right? 
Mr. Branpeorc. ‘The language in S. 77, and it is my understanding 
that S. 77 is identical to H.R. 2331, Mr. Foley’s first bill, permits 
future development of water. This language was added, I under- 
stand, with the endorsement of the Corps of Engineers and I under- 
stand, also, that the Corps of Engineers still has not offered any 
objection to H.R. 2351. nf 

They have suggested alternatives to H.R. 2331, but they are not on 
record as objecting to it. nh 

Now, we did not take a position on this language last year, this 
special section that was added to S. 77 in the course of hearings. 

We have opposed this kind of language in any park legislation, but 
when that bill was reported out our membership did not oppose it. 
We felt that this authority of Congress is there without the language; 
we don’t have to have this language. 

After all, if Congress finds that we have to have dams on the lower 
Potomac it is free to build dams whenever it wishes and it can abolish 
the Chesapeake and Ohio National Historical Park, but our member- 
ship did not come forward when that bill passed the Senate and oppose 
§. 77 on the grounds that it contained this language which may be 
interpreted by some as a foot in the door. 

Mr. Uttman. You would not be in a position to say they would 
approve or disapprove it in this Congress? 

fr. Branpgora. As a basic policy, we disapprove of that language. 

Mr. Utiman. But going bevokel that, considering the alternative 
that I gave you that we might very well be faced with in this com- 
mittee, I am only left to assume that you would choose the alternative 
of no national historical park at all rather than compromise with a 
proviso on the 35-mile stretch, or, rather than take 125 miles of 
relatively unrestricted parkway ? 

Mr. Branpgora. It appears that this area, some 4,800 to 5,000 acres, 
isnow a part of our National Park Service system. It is administered 
by the National Park Service and it seems that we could very well 
jeopardize this system by the inclusion of language as provided for 
in H.R. 5344 and H.R. 5194. 

Mr. Uttman. You would rather not have any parkway than have 
125 miles without that restriction ? 

Mr. Branppore. In view of the lack of definition of what this 35-mile 
reservation would do, and in view of the fact that it appears to 
jeopardize our Chesapeake and Ohio National Historical Park and 
our whole national park system, and to countermand the purposes 
of the original bills establishing our national parks, I think this is a 
safe conclusion. 

_We do not favor either of those bills and we do not favor the exclu- 
sion of a 35- to 40-mile stretch through any reservation to be written 
into the legislation. 

Mr. Uttman. That pretty well answers the question. 

It just seems to me that in attempting to arrive at a solution—and 
I think most everybody on the committee wants to establish a na- 
tional historical park—that in the face of your opposition to the 
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compromise proposal in H.R. 5149, which in my opinion is the mildest 
kind of compromise, it seems to me that you place the whole legisla. 
tion in very serious jeopardy. : 

Tam taking up too much time. 

As a matter of fact, Madam Chairman, I am not going to proceed 
further on the questioning because I want to give the rest of the mem. 
bers an opportunity. 

I will just reserve the balance of my questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. Anverson. I want to get the position of your organization per- 
fectly clear. You stated in your testimony that the present status of 
the C. & O. Canal park land would be preferred to the enactment of 
either H.R. 5194 or H.R. 5344. 

You have just repeated that in view of what the implications of the 
reservation were, you did not favor H.R. 5194. 

I do not think you quite answered the third alternative that the gen. 
tleman from Oregon put to you. You said that you do not favor the 
exclusion of the 35-mile stretch. 

I can certainly appreciate your organization would not come in 
and testify in favor of excluding the 35-mile stretch, but suppose the 
alternative were the last one, that the gentleman from Oregon had 
proposed, that you had this choice of leaving the 35-mile stretch in its 
present status and taking the rest, or taking nothing; what would the 
choice be then ? 

Mr. Branpeore. I believe we would take nothing for this reason, Mr. 
Anderson : 

This 35- to 40-mile area that would be included in the reservation of 
the second Foley bill and the Lankford bill, is now a part of the na- 
tional park system. 

This land is now under the jurisdiction of the National Park Serv- 
ice. If we wrote this land off through the kind of reservation that has 
been opposed we would actually be encroaching upon the present na- 
tional park system. 

At least this is my understanding. 

Now you have fought valiently for protection of wildlife, wilder- 
ness, and park areas, and many other members of the committee have, 
and I believe what we would be doing is exactly this: We would be 
signing off this 35- to 40-mile stretch to the Corps of Engineers or any- 
one else who wanted to build a dam there. 

Mr. Anpvrerson. You say if we included it in a reservation in the bill; 
but suppose the bill makes no reference to this section, but leaves it in 
its present situation? You are talking about a reservation which is to 
be made which in the legislation would treat this land separately. But 
suppose we do not treat with this land at all in the legislation ? 

Mr. Branpeore. If I understand the question correctly, we come 
back to where we were in the last Congress when conservationists com- 
oeereagm to a degree in their acceptance of S. 77 as it passed the 
senate. 

In other words, there was one paragraph in that bill that said, in 
effect : “Nothing will debar further development if this is found to be 
in the best public interest and if the Congress so decides that such de- 
velopment is absolutely essential.” 

This is a very general statement, summing up what the import of 
that language was. We could read it here if it was necessary. 
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When conservationists accepted S. 77 in the Senate they in effect 
compromised what they originally stood for in supporting a bill that 
js essentially the same as the present H.R. 953. ri cal natal 

As I pointed out to Mr. Ullman, our membership did not rise in 
opposition to S. 77 which had this one paragraph clearly outlining 
the authority of Congress to do whatever it found necessary with 
the area of land included in the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
Historic Park at any time when development or any other change 
was found to be necessary. 

Mr. Anverson. I think the record will be quite clear as to your 
position. : 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. First, Madam Chairman, I would like to take this 
opportunity to congratulate Mr. Brandborg and Mr. Brandt for the 
statements they have made in behalf of this legislation. 

Mr. Brandborg, let me ask you this question, first: Any variation or 
change beyond the position which you have taken before this com- 
mittee in this session of Congress in regard to the C. & O. Canal 
legislation, national park legislation, you feel would not only com- 
promise the Chesapeake and Ohio National Park, but it would also 
compromise the entire national park system; is that correct? 

Mr. Branpgore. That is correct. 

Mr. Sartor. Therefore, Congress, since the enactment of the 
National Park Act in 1916, has not seen fit to make any exception 
whatsoever, you do not want to have the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
National Historical Park used as a shoehorn for multipurpose uses 
to get into our national park system; is that correct? 

Mr. Branppora. That is correct. 

Mr. Sayuor. In other words, Congress in 1916 in its wisdom, and 
every Congress since that time, has affirmed the fact that there are 
certain sections of the United States that contain units that have been 
preserved for us today and for our posterity that are to be used for a 
single purpose, and since that has been Congress opinion, you are 
not about to allow this piece of legislation to be used to subvert all of 
our national park system through the multiuse theory; is that correct? 

Mr. Branpeora. Yes, Mr. Saylor; that is correct. 

I might add, since I have so many friends on this committee that 
I have known for many years, that I have had to learn a lot of things 
from Congress the hard way, and one thing that has stood out in my 
mind in the course of these discussions, and they have been very en- 
lightening discussions and the questions from the members of this 
committee have been most helpful to me, is this: 

That one Congress cannot limit the actions or the decisions of a 
future Congress. 

It seems to me that if we do not recognize what dams we need 
within the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park or 
the lower stretch of the area now, we can leave this judgment to a 
future Congress when we face the actual needs and demands and 
when we see the alternative for this—flood control, hydroelectric 
power, or water supply storage. It seems for the moment that all of 
these things are justifiable needs. Can’t we leave that judgment to 
a future Congress, when all of the facts are in and a comprehensive 
study is completed by the corps? 
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May I ask you if I am right in this assumpt ion that the Congress 
has this authori ity ata future time, upon its final evaluation of all the 
facts and all the reports that are made available to it? 

Mr. Sartor. That, Mr. Brandborg, is my understanding, J only 
wish my good colleague from New York, Mr. O’Brien, was here, be- 

cause that is almost verbatim the statement he made last year when 

we considered this bill, that in his opinion we should consider this 
piece of legislation as a park bill, if it measures up to the standards 
that Congress has set down for the establishment of a park, and to 
look at this proposition to determine whether or not it meets those 
standards. 

If it did, then to establish a park 1 in this area, and if, as a result of 
examination by the Army engineers, or the District of Columbia 
Commissioners, or anyone else, in the future, they came forward at 
the next Congress, if ‘presented at a later time, the succeeding Con- 
gresses would. then look at the situ: ition as it presented itself to them 
at that time and come to the decision at that time which would be 
for the benefit of all of the people. 

Now, Mr. Brandborg, 1 am particularly interested in the line of 
questioning which my ‘good friend, Mr. Ullman, asked about the in- 
clusion of the 35-mile area, because I have asked to have Colonel 
Sumner’s testimony presented to me, and Colonel Sumner presented 
testimony to this committee which in many respects was startling, 

For the first time we found out that the Army engineers had not 
approved the 14-dam program which had been Suggested, that even 
the Army engineers could not buy it when it fin: lly got to their top 
echelon. 

But the thing that astounded me in his testimony is that there are 
those people who have appeared before this committee who could say 
that the only place that we could get storage for water, which some 
people have appeared before this committee and testified is absolutely 
necessary, 1s this plac ‘ed called River Bend. 

Colonel Sumner’s statement which he has submitted to the com- 
mittee, says that if they build this dam at River Bend it will have 
1,110,000 acre-feet and flood 35 miles of the parkway. 

But when he gets off the main stem of the Potomac he has seven 
dams, three of which are almost as large, namely, a Milleville Dam on 
the Shenandoah, which he said would add 790,000 acre-feet of storage, 
would not flood any of this park. 

He has the Springfield Dam on the south branch of the Potomac 
which would have 875,000 acre-feet of storage, which would flood 
none of this park. 

He would have a dam on the Patterson Creek which would furnish 
830,000 acre-feet of storage. 

Those three dams, some distance removed from Washington above 
River Bend, it is true, but any one of the three would supply all the 

water needs that anybody has ever appeared before this committee 
and testified is necessary to supply the ultimate needs of Washington. 

Now, I share with you and members of your organization the worry 
as to the effect of the last two bills that have been introduced, one by 
Mr. Foley, the other by Mr. Lankford, namely, that as a result of 
the introduction of those bills, they prejudice not only the C. & 0. 
Canal, but they prejudice our entire national park system. 
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[am delighted to have you, as a representative of your organization, 
come before us and give us the testimony that you have. 

Now, I would like to ask this question : . 

First, I think it was around 1929 the first report of the Army 
Engineers was presented to the Congress in regard to the control of 
the Potomac River. Is that correct 

Mr. Branveore. I believe that is right. 

Mr. Saytor. The basis of their report at that time was flood control, 
was it not ¢ 

Mr. Branpsore. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Sartor. As I read that report I was afraid that the only thing 
that would be appearing in Washington as a result of this tremendous 
report was the top of the Washington Monument and the top of the 
Capitol, everything alse was going to be flooded. 

have not seen any floods. I have been in Washington for 10 
years and I have not seen any floods that would have inundated the 
rest of Washington as the Army Engineers back in 1929 anticipated. 

Then in 1944 they came along with their second report which has 
not been accepted and the basis of it then was the production of hydro- 

wer, Isthat not correct? 

Mr. Branpsore. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Sartor. Both the flood control and hydroelectric power have 
been turned down, what we are attempting to do, if we put this provi- 
sion in the bill which has been referred to, is to give the Army a third 
chance to swing on this situation to find out about water supply for 
Washington ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Branprore. It seems that that is our unfortunate position. 

I will be extremely disappointed in the people that make up our 
membership if they stand aside at this point, after they have invested 
so much time and hard work, in attempting to further the purpose of 
this basic legislation, H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331, with the deletion of the 
section which I have spoken about previously, if our people stand 
aside now and permit this area to be sacrificed to a proposal for water 
development that is designed to meet our municipal water supply 
needs. 

Now, Mr. Saylor, I have respect, as I know you have, for the Corps 
of Engineers, and for the many fine things that they have accom- 
plished. 

I know, also, however, that they are subject to pressures and forces 
that exert themselves within our system of government. I know 
that the Corps of Engineers sometimes has to endorse a project when 
possibly it would not do this if the situation in which it finds itself were 
Just a little different. 

As an individual, I cannot understand our concern at this time 
about our municipal water supply in view of the fact that we have 
these many alternative sites that you have just listed at various points 
above the area that would be included in this proposed park. 

I cannot understand our concern about the municipal water supply 
needs of the District of Columbia and suburbs and Maryland and 
Virginia when we have this pollution problem staring us right in the 
face. 

On a good hot summer afternoon you can go outside of this building, 
stand on the sidewalk and you can smell this terrible problem. 
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Now, this year we have before us this proposal to clean up our pollu- 
tion simply by treating the material that comes from our homes and 
from our buildings before we release it into the river. Now, why 
can we not give this a second look and see what can be done to make 
some of this water right here in our backyard usable? 

We know that this is the only sure cure for the pollution problem 
by treating our waste materials, the sewage from, our homes and busi- 
ness places, before it is dumped into our streams. 

There is no place where this is more evident than right here in our 
Capital. We know it is a disgrace and we need a sizable amount of 
money, it is estimated between $130 and $140 million, to put in this 
interceptor system which will prevent this waste from draining into 
the bay. 

Now, if we have not exhausted those possibilities as well as the 
alternatives, I think we as conservations will be guilty of a great 
sin by allowing this park proposal to go down the river, or to be so 
saturated with weakening amendments that we have to ask Congress 
to prevent its passage here in the 86th Congress. 

Mr. Sartor. I am delighted to hear you make that statement because 
it confirms in my own mind the conclusion that I have come to. 

If the water problem of metropolitan Washington is half as serious 
as Colonel Sumner and Mr. Auld would have us believe, then it is about 
time that. Congress exercised its prerogative that it has had for a lon 
time, and that is impeachment, and it is about time that we impeac 
the Commissioners of the District of Columbia and the Army engi- 
neers for dereliction of duty and bring them to account because if it is 
half as bad as they pose it is, then they should certainly have done 
something about it a long time before this. 

Now, I would like to ask Mr. Brant this question : 

Mr. Brant, I was very much interested in your statement. I think 
it covers a great deal of the factual material this committee is delighted 
to have from you and to have as part of this record. 

You have been associated with and familiar with the C. & O. Canal 
property in various capacities ever since it has been acquired by the 
Federal Government; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Brant. Well, not directly with the C. & O. Canal. I was a 
consultant to the Secretary of the Interior for 2 years for 20 days a 
month, but nothing that I did related to the C. & O. Canal, but mainly, 
in regard to national parks on the western coast, the Olympic Park 
and the Kings Canyon Park. 

Mr. Sartor. As a person who has had this background association 
with the national park system and the Interior Department, do you 
believe that the enactment of the later bills introduced by Mr. Foley 
and by Mr. Lankford would prejudice not only the C. & O. Canal 
National Historical Park, but also the entire national park system? 

Mr. Brant. It would be a virtual destruction of the principles on 
which the national park system is founded, and has been preserved. 

Mr. Sartor. Now, are you familiar, Mr. Brant, with the report 
which the Army engineers made to Congress in 1929 on the Potomac 
with regard to flood control ? ; 

Mr. Brant. Well, I remember writing an editorial for the St. Louis 
Star paying my respects to General Jadmon, the Chief of the Army 
Engineers, on account of his proposal to flood the Great Falls of the 
Potomac. 
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Now, I am not certain whether that was at that time or not, but that 
report got pretty rough treatment and following its presentation in 
the next spring there was a move to flood the Great Falls for the 

urpose of hydroelectric power. a 

That was sponsored by the bills by a utility empire, and, of course, 
it aroused a great deal of opposition. 

To counter it, Representative Cramton introduced a bill for the 
correction of the George Washington Memorial Parkway. There 
was a straight issue between the utilitarian approach and the recrea- 
tional and scenic value. 

After Mr. Ullman asked his question bearing on that 35-mile 
stretch, it occurred to me that there was a close relationship to the 
situation existing at that time. . 

So during the recess of the committee I went over to the Library 
of Congress and looked in the New York Times index to see what 
might have been said about it and I saw an entry for an editorial 
published on April 9, 1930. So I got out the file of the paper and I 
copied part of that editorial. — 

I would like to read that section of it because it has a direct bearing 
on this matter before this committee. 

The Times dilated on the beauty of the Potomac River in this 
region, a beautiful description, but I did not take it down. Here is 
what they said about the recreational value: 

Thousands now enjoy it, tens of thousands will enjoy it in the years to come 
when it has been made a park and joined with the other scenic and historic 
attractions of the region with the George Washington Memorial Parkway along 
the river. Only the public utilities are opposed to the bill, raising against it 
the old cry of economic waste. In this case that argument is peculiarly specious. 
The engineers first figured out that the waste would amount to $48 million, 
representing mainly the doubtful savings in the regional electric light bill result- 


ing from the use of waterpower. 
As the support of the bill— 


that is the Cramton bill— 


became more vigorous, they sharpened their pencils and announced that the 
loss would be at least $100 million. Anxious to reverse the course of nature 
and turn diamonds into coal, they calmly proceeded upon the assumption that 
the park that the Federal Commission would create there would in itself involve 
no economic gain; as well as leave the scenery out of Niagara or the parkways 
out of Westchester. 


The Times editorial described the greatest traffic jam in the history 


of Washington through the coming of 75,000 automobiles in order to 


look at cherry blossoms along a 2-mile stretch of land around the basin 
and they went on to say this: 


Let the engineers learn to figure such imponderables before they presume 
to give out statements about economic waste in the valley of the Potomac. 
What makes their contentions all the more absurd— 


listen to this— 


is that the rights of the utilities are fully protected, Congress having explicitly 
reserved the right to authorize whatever navigation, flood control, or power 
project the future may render desirable. All that the Crampton bill does is to 


put scenery first. 
That is exactly the situation that we have confronting this commit- 
tee today in this reservation brought over from last year’s Senate 


bill. 
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I think the wording is taken right from this parkway law. 

You have a complete protection, a complete reservation of power 
which is not needed anyway because Congress has the power, but there 
is a statement of possible Government policy. And it covers the 
length of the C. & O. Canal. 

I do not understand that the putting in of the other provision aboy 
the 35 miles wipes out the general provision which covers the entire 
canal. 

You have that power reserved. 

Now, the reservation of it in the Crampton bill allowed the Govern. 
ment to flood the Great Falls of the Potomac if it wanted to carry 
out the Jadmon plan or the Byllesby proposition. They have the 
power ; they could do it today. 

But I think there would be a terriffic march on Washington if they 
attempted it. I think you would get about 75,000 automobiles coming 
down here not to see the cherry blossoms, but to see what Congress 
was up to. 

Well, why double the reservation in this bill? To my mind this 
is not a reservation to safeguard the future authority of Congress; it 
is a directive to the Army Engineers. They are certain to interpret 
it in that way. It establishes a presumption that this particular 
dam is going to be built when nobody knows whether it will be or not. 

Now, when it comes to a question of water or scenery, anybody who 
takes an all day hike is likely to have that problem. : 

If it is a matter of 4 or 5 hours, or 6 hours, without water, you put 
scenery first. i 

If it is a matter of 2 days without water, he will put water first. 

That is exactly what will happen in safeguarding the water re- 
sources of the city of Washington and the metropolitan area, the 
valley of the Potomac. 

You can go ahead and preserve your scenery, preserve the recrea- 
tional value of the Potomac River from here to Cumberldnd without 
ruining the recreational value by building this 38,000-acre cesspool. 

But you still have the basic interest, the basic obligation to provide 
the people of Washington with water and there is no possibility what- 
ever that the water necessities of the city of Washington would be 
sacrificed by the creation of this park. 

It seems to me that is just a hobgoblin, it is a failure to recognize 
in the first place the vastness of the water potential in this area. 

This is one of the best watered regions of the United States. 

As far as the Potomac is concerned, all you need, if the present 
facilities run short, is to regulate the flow. It makes no diferenc 
from the standpoint of water whether you regulate the flow by a 
enormous reservoir down here where it would drown out the recrea- 
tional facilities of the area, or whether you regulate that flow way 
up the river, up above the polluted area. 

It seems to me if the building of dams is necessary to safeguard the 
water supply, the place to build them is up beyond the areas of pollu- 
tion and then let that water flow down here and carry the pollution 
down below if we don’t have the sense and the energy to get rid of it 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Brant, I am glad to hear you say that because some 
of us who have lived here in the east, have had the Army Engineers 
to tell us that the place to control water is up here at the head of it. 
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Up in Pennsylvania and in New York right now we have a problem. 
The Army Engineers said the place to control the water for floods at 
Pittsburgh and to supply water for the city of Pittsburgh—and the 
metropolitan area 1s substantially the same right now as W ashington— 
was not just outside of Pittsburgh, but was almost up to the New York 
State line because they said that was the only place they could control 
sediment, it was the only place that they could control the sewage, 
it was the only place that they could be assured of continuous flow of 
the river. +t ; 

Mr. Brant. In the case of TVA, it is the upper reservoir that con- 
trols the river flow. 

Down below you have a fairly stable flow for the purpose of hydro- 
electric power. 

Mr. Uttman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Saytor. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. I asked Colonel Sumner yesterday, “Will the de- 
velopment of reservoirs in the upper reaches above Harpers Ferry, 
in your estimation, satisfy these future water requirements of the 
metropolitan area?” dad ys ; 

Summing up his answer, he said: “Economically feasible and ac- 
ceptable areas that we have found so far will help, but will by no 
means meet the requirements.” 

This is what this problem is all about. 

Mr. Sartor. Of course, I might say to my colleague it is a rather 
strange phenomenon of the Army Engineers that when they are in 
the service and on active duty they give you the answer which their 
superiors tell them they have to give. 

As soon as they get out and are retired and become citizens of the 
United States without military handcuffs, lo and behold, the first 
outfit they criticize is usually the Army Engineers. 

I say to you that here is my good friend, General Grant, who, 
having had 41 years of service in the Army Engineers, long and 
honored service, finds no hesitancy at all in coming forward and 
criticizing the plans of the Army Engineers as they are now pro- 
posed. 

I have other friends who are retired Army engineers who do the 
same. 

Mr. Anverson. I was intrigued by the suggestion of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania that we should impeach the Corps of Engineers. 
Would you suggest under what constitutional legal provision it 
should be done ? 

Mr. Sartor. That would not bother me any more than some of the 
other propositions made before Congress in recent years. 

Mrs. Prost. Could we please adhere to the regular procedure. 

Mr. Saytor. I reserve the balance of my time, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. McGintey. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. Burvick. I have just a few questions. 

Mr. Brant, do you represent any organization here today ? 

Mr. Brant. No, sir. 

Mr. Burpicx. You represent just yourself? 

Mr. Brant. That is right. 
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Mr. Burpick. You have suggested that there might be some othe; 
reservoir sites besides the one that is talked about. The very pur- 
pose of the Army Engineers in their study to come is to determing 
where is the logical place for that reservoir. 

Mr. Brant. I have no objection whatever to their studying that: 
the more studying they do, the better. F 

Mr. Buroick. In the meantime the Potomac River is not disturbed 
in any way, is it? The tow path is not disturbed, you and your wif. 
can still walk there while the study is going on. The flowers wil] he 
there. What is going to be disturbed while we are waiting for the 
Army Engineers’ study ? 

Mr. Brant. The future. 

Mr. Buroick. Nothing will be disturbed. If the study decides we 
will have to have a reservoir. 

Mr. Brant. If you need a reservoir you will build it; if you don’t 
need it, you won’t build it. There is no reason for setting this area 
apart by providing that nothing shall be done to take care of it, 

Mr. Burpicx. My point is: Between now and the studies returp, 
are you and your wife going to be impeded or is any citizen going to 
be impeded from using that area ? 

Mr. Brant. That is not the question at all. 

Mr. Burpicx. That is my question. Are they ? 

Mr. Brant. Impeded mentally, maybe. 

Mr. Burovickx. But not physically. There are still flowers that 
bloom, the trails that will be there for 180 miles. 

Mr. Brant. Not for 180 years, maybe. 

Mr. Burpick. They will be there until the study is made. Perhaps 
the study will show no reservoir is needed. So, in the meantime, 
nothing is disturbed. 

Mr. Brant. Perhaps the study will show that. 

Mr. Burpick. Up to that point there is a finding that there is no 
disturbing of the Potomac River and the canal, is there ? 

Mr. Brant. Certainly not. Isaid that in my main statement. 

Mrs. Prost. Are there further questions ? 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Our next witness is Congressman Foley, the author of two of the 
bills before us for consideration. 

Mr. Foley, we are happy to have you here with us this afternoon. 
We appreciate the fact that you have been very diligent in attending 
all of these hearings throughout, from the very beginning. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN R. FOLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Forry. I want to thank Madam Chairman and the members of 
the committee for their wonderful courtesy to me and for the priv- 
ilege of being here and listening to all the testimony. 

I want to thank them for the wonderful manner in which they have 
covered and I might even say somewhat exhausted the subject which 
is pending before the committee, a very important subject. 

Out of deference to the passage of time, I do not propose to add 
too much to what I have already placed in the record, but I thought 
it would be of interest and, in fact, of great help to the subcommittee 
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if an exhibit were presented to you which it was my good fortune 
to acquire this past week. APE 

It is a collector’s item already, and I think it presents the overwhelm- 
ingly strongest argument I can find for immediate passage of the park 
pill that we have before the subcommittee today. 

I am going to pass it up to Madam Chairman and ask that it be 
incorporated by reference into the record, but that it be placed physi- 
cally in the file of this proceeding. 

[hasten to qualify at the outset, lest anyone get a misunderstanding, 
as to what this exhibit consists of. This is called the “Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal Report.” It is in the nature of a letter from the Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior, dated August 16, 1950. It had to do 9 
years ago with a study that consumed 2 years by the National Park 
Service as well as the Bureau of Public Roads. The issue pending 
10 years ago was whether or not the C. & O. Canal should be filled up 
and a cement strip, namely a four-lane or two-lane highway, placed 
upon it. 

So lest anyone would think I am now, after offering two bills and 
one amendment, proposing that we have a parkway instead of a park 
I want to disabuse anyone of that idea. The reason I present it, how- 
ever, is the additional technical data and the magnificent historical 
data which has been alluded to by many of our witnesses, but which 
is covered in depth and in great detail in the exhibit. 

I might just present fleetingly some wonderful maps with historical 
aspects to them which show the real value of the problem before the 
committee today. 

There is a series of four or five maps with engineering data. You 
might find, too, in your study of the document, data as to water sup- 

ly and flood experience. 

Finally, there has been questioning through the course of the hear- 
ings about the legal aspects of the transfer of the C. & O. Canal to 
the Government. I just want to point out to you that appendix G is 
the contract for sale of property of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal Co. 
to the Federal Government. 

For that reason I am presenting this document for your assistance 
in evaluationg the issues. 

I want to conclude with this reiteration, inasmuch as I have two 
bills before the committee and my amendment. 

After listening to the wonderfully dedicated citizens of ours who 
have appeared before this committee, I have a great assurance, not 
only for the present but for the future, that the great values that our 
historic monuments and our great scenic places represent will be pre- 
served for future generations. 

I wish to reiterate that the issue in my mind—and I do not want to 
appear presumptuous, in fact, | want to present as humbly as I can 
my views on this subject—revolves around the meaning, basically, of 
the proviso in H.R. 2331. 

As I understand the meaning of the proviso, in the face of the very 
strong presentations made by the witnesses, the Congress at any time 
can do anything it wishes to do concerning the Potomac River Valley, 
concerning the C. & O. Canal. I am merely submitting that the issue 
before the Congress in 1959 and the issue before the subcommittee 
today is made up of these competing values; the wonderful values 
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which justify the creation of the C. and O, Canal National Historica] 
Park, and the impinging values; namely, the needs of the growin 
Washington metropolitan area population for the basic necessity of 
water supply. 

It justifies, I believe, not a departure from basic National Park 
Service principles which have been in the law from 1916, but rather 
a restatement of these principles based upon the unique problem pre. 
sented by this particular instance; namely, the elevation of this 
C. & O. property to national park status. 

Now I hope that the C. & O. Canal can be preserved from the first 
instance as a national historical park in its entirety. I am not afraid, 
however, of this Congress or any future Congress destroying the 

‘ 7 = ™ ) 
great values that the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Park presents and 
has inherently within it. 

I do believe, though, that the Congress this year has a responsibility 
to take cognizance of what its left hand or its right hand, whichever 
way you want to phrase it, has been doing in connection with the 
C. & O. Canal and the Potomac River. 

In 1956, by way of summary, the Congress authorized the Corps 
of Engineers to make a study and a survey of the Potomac River 
Valley. 

In 1957 the Congress again authorized this joint committee to make 
studies of the Metropolitan Washington area problems. We have 
already placed in the record certain of these studies. 

Now I want to make this point: As far as I can ascertain, last year 
when this park problem was before this committee, and this Congress, 
in the whole of the testimony, not one reference was made to the 
studies of the Joint Committee of the Metropolitan Washington area, 

Now why is that significant? It is very significant, because the 
original author of H.R. 953, my distinguished colleague from the 
Sixth District of Maryland, Mr. Hyde, was also a member of the 
joint committee. The original author of S. 77, which is H.R. 2331, 
Senator Beall, was a member of the joint committee. 

In other words, Mr. Hyde spearheaded the drive to determine the 
problems and analyze the problems and post solutions to the Wash- 
ington metropolitan area. If he were asked, I feel certain, and I am 
very presumptuous in this, that he would not say that the work he 
did on the joint committee should be ignored in favor of the bill he 
introduced to create the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Historical Park. 

I am presumptuous in that, but Senator Beall is with us and he is 
on the joint committee now, and the question I think is this: 

Will Senator Beall ignore the findings of the joint committee? 

IT want to just conclude by referring to a final study which I think 
my colleague from Pennsylvania will be interested in, a final study 
and report of this joint committee. 

If we did not have the committee, if we were back 15 years ago, I 
would not be interested in a 35-mile reservation. I would be solely 
interested in a national park status immediately for the whole of the 
area. But we have the joint committee of the Congress which makes 
decisions, and they have found, and they reported on January 31, 
1959, a summary of these problems, including the water supply 
problem. 
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I am asking, Madam Chairman, as an additional exhibit that ref- 
erence be made to this final report because the 4 million figure which 
my colleague from Pennsylvania had doubts about is analyzed and 
explained in this particular exhibit as the projected population for 
this area. os s3) 

[ hope that when the Corps of Engineers comes out with its study 
in a few years that the alternatives proposed by my colleague from 
Pennsylvania, underscored by General Grant, will be found to be the 
solution to the water supply problem of the Washington metropolitan 
area, and I will rejoice in that solution because I will then be secure 
in the knowledge that the C. & O. Canal as a national historical park 
which the 86th Congress, I feel confident, will bestow on this area, will 
be preserved for future times. 

Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Congressman Foley, for a very fine state- 
ment. 

Are there questions of Congressman Foley 4 

Mr. Savior. I would like to join you in commending our colleague 
from Maryland for the statement he has made, the statement he 
submitted which I read with interest, and the statement he just made 
now explaining his position. 

Mrs. Prosr. Colonel Sumner, will you please come forward’ We 
will proceed for a few moments. We have a few questions. At least 
the Chair has a few questions. 

Yesterday General Grant declared that a high dam at River Bend 
on the Potomac is not necessary to insure a water supply for the 
Washington metropolitan area. Is it possible, Colonel Sumner, to 
construct low dams on the main stem of the Potomac which would 
accommodate the water resource needs of the metropolitan area with- 
out flooding sections of the C. & O. Canal ? 


STATEMENT OF COL. GEORGE B. SUMNER, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Colonel Sumner. As I have said before, we have not studied the 
river below Harpers Ferry, but I think I can answer that it is not 
possible, just from the general knowledge that I have of the situation 
on the Potomac. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Auld testified yesterday that there is no feasible 
method of treating the fluids such as are found in the Potomac tidal 
basin that would make them acceptable for domestic water supply. 
Do you concur in Mr. Auld’s statement ? 

Colonel Sumner. Well, I have heard that it can be done, but it is 
not economically feasible. 

In any event, you are going to get a certain amount of biological 
oxygen demand from completely treated sewage. You actually get 
about 80 percent of the oxygen demand satisfied. 

Even though it may have no harmful organisms you still have the 
requirement for oxygen which has to come from somewhere, and the 
only place to get it is from water. 

If the oxygen is used up, you get bubbles, you get growth of 
algae, in fact, you get it anyway from the fertility that comes from 
this treated sewage, the treated effluent. 

89315—59 15 
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Mr. Sartor. Will treatment by aeration of sewage accomplish jt? 

Colonel Sumner. That will do it eventually. That is hardly prac. 
tical on such a large scale though as we have here. 

Mrs. Prosr. Now, Colonel Sumner, getting back to General Grant's 
testimony, he testified that the Corps of Engineers will not study the 
feasibility of the Potomac River storage without interference with 
the C. & O. Canal unless they are so directed by Congress. 

C olonel Sumner. I was astounded to read that he had said that, J] 
cannot imagine on what basis he made a statement of that kind. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, you do not agree ? 

Colonel Sumner. No. Our directive is to study the entire Po. 
tomac River basin and to come up with all possible plans. 

Mrs. Prost. In other words, you will study all feasible plans on 
not only the main stem of the Potomac, but every other feasible plan 
on the tributaries as well as any other method of water supply for 
the Washington metropolitan area 

Colonel Sumner. We have done that above Harpers Ferry and we 
will do it below Harpers Ferry as soon as we are permitted to do go, 

Mr. Sartor. Colonel, in your studies will you use a combination 
of the various items that are mentioned in the authorization study? 

Colonel Sumner. I don’t recall any combinations there but I will 
answer you anyway, that we are studying all sorts of combinations to 
see what is the best. 

Mr. Saytor. The reason I ask that question is that General Grant 

said yesterday you would not make a study unless you included all 
the items that have been specified in the Congressional directive to 
you for your study. 

The question that entered my mind and the chairlady’s mind, at the 
same time, was whether or not in that study you would use combi- 
nations of these items that are included in the congressional directive, 
namely, water supply, hydroelectric, flood control, recreation ? 

C olonel Sumner. I don’t think I follow you at all. Of course, we 
will consider multipurpose developments in anything that we study, 
but I really don’t understand your question. 

Mr. Saytor. In other words, would you consider a combination of 
flood control and water supply without hydroelectrics ? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Saytor. Or would you consider hydroelectric and recreational 
without the flood control ? 

Colonel Sumner. I don’t quite see the hydroelectric and recrea- 
tional as a combination without anything else. It has been our feel- 
ing up to this point that water supply is first and that hydroeleetric 
power per se is not going to be a practical answer, that is by itself or 
as a primary thing. 

Mr. Sartor. That is all. 

‘Mrs. Prosr. Colonel Sumner, I have one other question and that 
deals with the discrepancy between the reports of the various 
departments. 

For instance, the Army on March 20, 1959, said that H.R. 943 should 
be deferred, that H.R. 2133 should be deferred, and that H.R. 5194 
should be enacted, if amended. 

Then on March 23 Interior said that H.R. 953 or H.R. 2331 should 
be enacted and that H.R. 5194 should not. 
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And then Budget came along on March 27 and said H.R. 2331 should 
be enacted, if amended. 

Now what, if anything, can you do to enlighten the committee upon 
the discrepancies in these reports! Do you have any helpful 
' ents ¢ 
vaaienat Sumner. I doubt that I do. It is a difference of opinion 
on the importance of the provision, that we feel that FLR. 5194 is 
important and apparently the Department of the Interior thinks 

srwise. 

Pars Poor. You feel that H.R. 5194 is important ¢ ey 

Colonel Sumner. That is right; that the provision in that is 
‘tant. 

a oie Then, Colonel Sumner, you would say out of the number 
of bills that are before the committee for consideration that the bill 
you would favor is 5194¢ — 

“ Colonel Sumner. That is correct, yes. 

Mrs. Prosr. Are there any further questions of Colonel Sumner ? 

Mr. Uttman. Just briefly, Colonel, when you make your study of 
the Potomac and have the preliminary conclusions, will you hold 
public hearings ¢ 

Colonel SumneR. Yes. I have announced that in the past, that as 
soon as we are able to make a sufficiently broad study that we will hold 
public hearings to show what the studies are leading to. — 

Mr. Utuman. And the public will be invited to participate in the 
hearings ¢ ; ; 

Colonel Sumner. Absolutely. I have announced it at every meeting 
that I have held that they will be invited back to hear the way things 
are going. ; 

Mr. Uttman. I have attended a number of these hearings. I want 
to commend on the thoroughness of the corps in holding these hear- 
ings ' 

Further, your report will be subject to congressional review and 
approval; is that not correct? 

Colonel Sumner. That is certainly so. 

Mr. Utiman. In other words, you are going to face up to a con- 
gressional committee to back up your findings? 

Colonel Sumner. That is undoubtedly so, yes. 

Mr. Utiman. You have been pretty thoroughly maligned here, 
but I think a public agency of your kind is accustomed to that. I have 
criticized the corps in the past and I want to reserve the right to do 
so in the future, but I do want to say that I have had a lot of exper- 
lence with corps personnel and find them a dedicated group of en- 
gineers and that with these checks we have, public hearings and 
congressional review, I feel that when the final report comes out it 
will be an adequate, a thorough and an accurate analysis of the prob- 
lem before us. 

Now, I have just one further question. 

You have, I think, indicated that hydro will not be a primary con- 
sideration in this. 

Colonel Sumner. That. is correct. 

Mr, Urtman. The people who have injected the hydropower issue 
are primarily those who have opposed any compromise in the original 
proposal. You have said that water supply for the Washington area 
isthe primary consideration. Is that not correct ? 
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Colonel Sumner. That is right. 

Mr. Utiman. I further want to state just for the record that in this 
type of multipurpose development it is your job to supervise, jg jt 
not, standard policy, congressional policy, to develop all of the mul- 
tiple uses and if gene rators are found fe asible, that it is your duty 
under your authorization by Congress, to so specify 4 ' 

Colonel Sumner. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Utiman. Even though it is a secondary matter it is your duty 
to spec ify generators if they are found feasible ? 

Colonel Sumner. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. And that the revenues from the hydro will help pay 
for the cost of the project ! ¢ 

Colonel Sumner. That is correct. 

Mr. Uttman. With interest? 

Colonel Sumner. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. That is all. 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Sartor. I might refer my colleague from Oregon to the 
testimony last year that if the Army Engineers find hydro feasi- 
ble they probably would not find any takers for the power if it 
costs more than they are presently paying for it because they testi- 
fied last year that if the hydropower was produced and they could 
not buy it for less than they were presently paying they were not 
interested in it. 

Mr. Uttman. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Sayuor. Yes. 

Mr. Utiman. Is it true that you also will make an economic study 
of the sale of power and that this will be a part of your finding of 
feasibility; is that correct ? 

Colonel Sumner. That is right. The Federal Power Commission 
will advise us on that feature. 

Mr. Utiman. If they advise you there is no sale for the power, then 
you will not make the recommendation for generators ? 

Colonel Sumner. That is correct. 

Mr. Utiman. That solves that. problem quite simply. 

Mr. Sayior. Colonel, I am a little intrigued by your testimony 
here in answer to our ch: airlady’ Ss question because last year you said 
you had no objection to S. 77 ‘if it had an amendment. Now, HR. 
2331 is the same as S. 77, but this year you do not want it. 

I want to know what has happened. 

Colonel Sumner. There is a difference between having no objection 
to something and favoring something. We would not formally ob- 
ject, I think that was it. There was no formal report as I recall on 
the House bill last year, but on the Senate bill we did state that we 
felt that the time was premature, that it should wait until completion 
of the study, but with the provision that if it would not debar or limit 
future wes ks, that we would offer no objection to the bill. 

Mr. Savior. There was a stipulation in the act of 1930. Now, if we 
put that same provision in the bill this year, then what is your 
position ? 

Colonel Sumner. We like H.R. 5194. 

Mr. Sayuor. If you have any question of H.R. 5194 or no bill, what 
would you take? 
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Colonel SumNER. We will be happy enough to have no bill as far 
as that particular st retch is concerned, although we favor the idea 
of the C. & O. Canal Park. 

Mr. Saytor. Colonel, I might say to you that any statements that 
have been made 1n regard to the Army Engineers is absolutely noth- 
ing personal and that the Colonel has been in my office and I have 
igen in his and we have had many problems on which we have been 
together and others on which we differ. While we may be on dif- 
ferent sides there is nothing personal in regard to our interests. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Montana. 

Mr. AnpersoNn. I have no questions. 

Mrs. Prost. The gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. McGintey. I have no questions. . 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from North Dakota ? 

Mr. Burvicx. No questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you again very much, Colonel Sumner. We 
appreciate SO much your cooperation in standing by when we realize 
that you are a very busy person. : 

Colonel Sumner. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Wirth, would you please come forward for a few 
final questions ¢ 

First of all, I should like to ask you what is actually involved in 
this park area. Do the bills before the committee cover from the Dis- 
trict line entirely up to the north end of the canal or is there an area 
close to the District that is excluded in the bill ? 


STATEMENT OF CONRAD WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr, Wirrn. There is an area close to the District excluded from 
the bill. 

The area included in the bill is the area from the projected metro- 
politan plan of Washington where a bridge is proposed to go across 
on the outer loop around Washington and the national historic park 
starts from that location and goes to Cumberland, Md. The part be- 
low the outer bridge remains part of the metropolitan park system. 

Mrs. Prosr. How many miles is it from Washington, D.C., to where 
the park would start as provided in the bills before us ? 

Mr. Wirtu. Well, the total canal property is about 180 miles of 
canal, and I think there is about 20 of it to remain within the metro- 
politan park system, leaving about 160 miles in the historical park. 

Mr. Prosr. In other words, approximately 20 miles from the Dis- 
trict line is where the national historical park would start should these 
measures be adopted ? 

Mr, Wirtu. Yes, ma’am. 

Mrs. Prosr. Now, if the Chesapeake and Ohio National Park were 
established without any limitation upon expenditures to be made by 
the Park Service in the 35-mile stretch, would the Park Service spend 
avery great amount of money to develop that area ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Well, in our Mission 66 there is only $5 million for the 
Whole area outside of the parkway connection up above the tunnel. 
What we are going to spend on this park, Madam Chairman, is for 
the preservation and maine it usable for recreational purposes. 
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| 

There are no big expenditures in any of the national parks | 
on roads. Most of the others are minor expenditures T Sxcept | Mrs 
7”, . , expenditures, They an} 4. 
picnic grounds, camping, trails, shelters, things of that sort. ‘Jy et i. 
is no big expenditure in any of the whole area outside of that partien | Mrs 
lar park section. wae | Bir. 

| 
Mrs. Prost. Should the committee see fit to purchase the area With [- 
the 35-mile stretch, in addition te authorizing the park in the Wet Mr. 
of the 160-mile canal area, would you go forward with const ructionas ae 
trails, sanitary facilities, and picnic tables to a very small extent ; ~ 
that the public might be able to utilize that 35-mile streteh of a above 
river until the Army Engineers report comes in ¢ ” Iw 
Mr. Wirrn. Yes; I would say that for this reason, because none of food 
our expenditures are great. Anything we spend in there weal . . the 
such a small fraction of what land values and what the expenditure * 
would be on any dam—and don’t misunderstand me, I am not in tide - 
of the dam—is such a small fraction of whatever might be spent : statel 
a big power development or water supply. , I U 
Mrs. Prosr. Did you say you were not in favor of dams? Long 
Mr. Wirru. I am not in favor of a dam at that location, No: ] | adeqt 
«am not at this time. I might consider it later at a different time but cs 
there are not enough facts before us now to even consider a dam in | 
my opinion. | Sip. 
I think if there were enough facts the Corps of Engineers shoul |= 
not go ahead and make these studies. 7 
May I say one thing, Madam Chairman: I have my difficulties with bill | 
the Corps of Engineers and we have a lot of things in common, but °L 
there was an agreement last year and in the letter from the Bureay as 
of the Budget on March 27, to the committee, or Assistant Director i . 
for Legislative Reference, Bureau of the Budget, says: nit 
Both the Departments of the Army and Interior have reported to your con. a 
mittee that H.R. 2331 would be an acceptable bill. M 
We are not apart on that. The Corps of Engineers and ourselves | wan 
are not apart on that. We reached agreement last year. that 
Even their first report on the bill says that they would haven | M 
objection to the provisions as long as the provision on lines 12 to | wha 
17 on page 5 were in the bill. I 
Mrs. Prost. Let me ask you, Mr. Wirth, if you had to choose be | rem 
tween establishing a national historical park with a reservation ofa | ther 
35-mile stretch of the river until the Corps of Engineers study comes | was 
in, if you had to choose between that and no park at all, what would | tot] 
be your decision ? N 
Mr. Wirru. Madam Chairman, we have the park now. was 
Mrs. Prost. I know, but you are asking for additional-land ands | whe 
new title. | of t 
Mr. Wirrn. We are asking for additional land and we are asking | Bro 
for a change in title. wou 
Mrs. Prost. Would you prefer no additional authority, no billat | § 
all, or would you prefer to have a bill with the 35-mile reservation! | app 
Mr. Wirrn. If the bill sacrificed that part of the canal, or any pat} 
of the canal, or any distance, whether it is 5 miles or 35 milesor§)| J 
miles, whatever it might, without better information than we har) 1 
at the present time, as to the absolute necessity, I would say ye,| } 
because I see no need of sacrificing it. | are 


| 
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Mrs. Prost. You say that you would take the bill with the sacrifice ? 

Mr, WirTH. No: without. 

Mrs. Prost. You would take no bill at all? 

Mr. Wirth. Thatisright. 

Mrs. Prost. You prefer no bill at all unless you can have it all. 

Mr. WirtH. That is right. There is no competition for the use 
of the area, as I see it, at the present time. 

How do we know whether they might not come up with a dam up 
ibove Harpers Ferry? Idon’t know. | 

[ was through the 1929 and 1930 hearings on the dam which would 
food the whole Potomac Gorge. I have been through the hearings 
nthe 1940’s. The chances are we will go through some more hear 
ings when the engineers report comes through. 

3ut now we don’t have any information to judge on. So I think the 
tatement of the fact that the Congress, and we don’t have to state 
it, Congress will do it anyway; but the statement of the fact that 
Congress can make its decisions now or next year or the year after as 
adequate—you still would be abolishing part of the park because it is 
there. . 

Mrs. Prost. We recognize that the Park Service owns a narrow 
trip. If I recall your testimony, you want to acquire additional lands 
in the area ? 

Mr. Wirrn. That is right. 

Mrs. Prost. But you are unequivocally saying that you want no 
bill at all unless you can have the whole 180-muile stretch ? 

Mr. Wirro. Yes, and for several reasons, because it takes away 
what we have at the present time. You have less than you have at 
the present time. 

Mrs. Prost. Your expression will be very helpful to the committee 
inmaking a decision. 

Mr. Wirt. I am not trying to be adamant on it, Madam Chair- 
wan. This is my best technical experience and background speaking, 
that is all. 

May I refer to one thing that I do not like to bring up, but it shows 
what you can get into on some of these things. 

Iam talking about its effect on the rest of the park system. I 
rmember when the Dinosaur National Monument was enlarged and 
there was a reservation in there for the Brown Park Dam and that 
was limited in our opinion to just the Brown Park Dam. We agreed 
tothat exception. 

When the proclamation went through enlarging the monument it 
was done on the basis of law, but when we got into the big question of 
whether the whole monument was to be used or not the proponents 
of the dams said that Brown Park Dam reservation meant not just 
Brown Park, but any dam reservation that might be found that 
would substitute or replace the Brown Park Dam. 

So the whole monument was in jeopardy. The same thing would 
apply tothis, Ithink. That is the thing that worries us. 

Mrs. Prosr. Are there further questions of Mr. Wirth? 

We have to give the room up in the next 2 minutes. 

The gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. Burpicx. Do I understand that none of the bills apply to that 


| area 20 miles from the District line; is that correct ? 
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Mr. Wirru. I think that is it. I don’t know whether my Mileage | 
is exact, but it is some distance above the District line. ; “et 
Mr. Burpicx. That 20 miles would be undisturbed by any one| 
of these bills? a 

Mr. Wirrn. It is not included in any of these bills. 

Mr. Burnicx. It will not be disturbed in any way ? 

Mr. Wirtu. No. 

Mr. Burpvick. I heard some testimony here about using tow Paths 
and walking from the city of Washington and so forth. 

Mr. Wirru. I might say that that would still remain as part of the | 
metropolitan park system. We own it now and it has the same pro. | 
tection that we would give to the national historical park. 

Mr. Burpick. That has recreational facilities / ' 

Mr, Wirrn. Yes. For instance, the Great Falls, the canal goes 
right through there, as you know, is part of the canal and that would 
not be in this historical park. That goes some distance above Greg 
Falls before it stops. 

Mr. Burpicx. That 20 miles of walking distance will not be dis. 
turbed by any bill, will it? 

Mr. Wirrn. No. 

Mr. Burvick. That is all. | 

Mrs. Prosr. The gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. Utiman. Mr. Wirth, first, if we should keep the 30-mile rege. 
vation I believe you said you would go ahead and purchase the land! 

Mr. Wirrtn. If this bill passes, yes. 

Mr. Utiman. The thing is that I would like to see the national park 
bill passed this year. 

Mr. Wirrn. I would, too. 

Mr. Utitman. We are getting rapidly into a dilemma which wear 
not going to get out of, that is becoming very obvious. I think thatis 
to the detriment of a lot of people and I think it is particularly im- 
portant with relation to the purchase of this land. 

I, for one, would be perfectly willing if we make the 35-mik 
reservation to let the Park Service go ahead and acquire that land. 

Now, supposing that. the reservation for multiple use only applies 
together with the other provisions, to the 35-mile or 40-mile streteh, 
the balance of the canal being without this multiple use reservation, | 
and you would have the authority to go ahead and purchase the land 
in the 35-mile stretch and the provisions whereby you would have to | 
consult on expenditures would be removed—TI am speaking only for 
myself—would you still adamantly oppose a compromise measure! 

Mr. Wirrn. I would not oppose the compromise that naturally the | 
Bureau of the Budget suggests in their letter of the 27th because! 
could not officially. 


. : . } 
I am supporting the bill as they want us to, but I might say that | 


amendment came out of a conference among the Bureau of the Budge, 
the Corps of Engineers, and ourselves. 

In other words, there is no difference between the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Corps of Engineers and ourselves. We may not gel 
everything we want, but at least there is an agreement in the thinking 
and we are working together on it, and trying to give you something 
that is agreeable to everybody. 
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Mr. Uniman. I am talking about H.R. 5194. You said you would 
rather have no bill rather than have H.R. 5194. re 

Mr. Wirtu. I would rather than take out that 35 miles. 

Mrs. Prosr. I am sorry, but another meeting has been scheduled to 
use this room by the chairman of the full committee, Mr. Aspinall. 
They are now waiting for us to clear the room. 

So the committee will stand adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 3:40 p.m., the committee was recessed, to reconvene 
subject to call of the Chair). ; ' : 

(CommiTrEE NorEe.— rhe following report of the government of the 
District of Columbia was subsequently received and is set forth below 


for the record :) 
GOVERN MENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Washington, D.C., April 29, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, ' 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. House of Repre- 
sentatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Deak Mr. ASPINALL: Under date of March 17, 1959, the Commissioners 
reported on H.R. 953, H.R. 2331, and H.R. 5194, relating to the establishment 
of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. In that report the 
Commissioners stated that they favored the enactment of H.R. 5194. 

The Commissioners have received a copy of the letter dated March 27, 1959, 
submitted by Mr. Phillip 8S. Hughes, Assistant Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, regarding these bills. The Commissioners have been advised by the 
Bureau of the Budget that you desire their comments on the Bureau’s report in 
which it is stated that both the Departments of the Army and Interior have 
reported to the committee that H. R. 2331 would be an acceptable bill. The 
Bureau recommended the addition to H. R. 2331 of the following language: 

“Expenditures for park installations and improvements shall be made only 
after determination by the Secretary of the Interior that they are reasonably 
justified by the benefits expected to accrue therefrom prior to the time when 
the lands proposed to be developed would be likely to be needed to carry out, if 
authorized, the plans and recommendations to be filed by the Secretary of the 
Army with the Congress under the provisions of the resolution of the Senate 
Public Works Committee dated January 26, 1956, with respect to House Docu- 
ment No. 622, 79th Congress.” 

Two members of the Board of Commissioners, Commissioners David B. Karrick 
and Robert E. McLaughlin, prefer the enactment of H.R. 5194, but would offer 
no objection to the position taken by the Bureau of the Budget if the additional 
paragraph recommended by the Bureau be amended and that H.R. 2331 be 
further amended as indicated below. The paragraph recommended by the 
Bureau of the Budget should be amended to read as follows: 

“Expenditures for park installations and improvements shall be made only 
after consultation at least once each year with the Secretary of the Army and 
the Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia, and after determination 
by the Secretary of the Interior that they are reasonably justified by the benefits 
expected to accrue therefrom prior to the time when the lands proposed to be 
developed would be likely to be needed to carry out, if authorized, the plans and 
recommendations to be filed by the Secretary of the Army with the Congress 
under the provisions of the resolution of the Senate Public Works Committee 
dated January 26, 1956, with respect to House Document No. 622, 79th Congress,” 

Commissioners Karrick and McLaughlin also recommend that if H.R. 2331 be 
reported that it be amended as follows: 

Page 5, line 15, after the word “extension” insert the words “of the water 
supply, or.” 

Brigadier General A. C. Welling, the Engineer Commissioner, wishes to be 
recorded as favoring H.R. 5194 as previously reported by the Commissioners. 

Yours truly sincerely, 
Rosert E. McLAvuGHLIN, 
President, Board of Commissioners. 


39315—59——_16 














APPENDIX 


STATEMENT OF Forrest COAKLEY, MANAGER, SOUTHERN MARYLAND ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, HUGHESVILLE, Mp. 


Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: My name is Forrest 
Coakley and I am manager of the Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative. We 
serve more than 21,000 members in the counties of Prince Georges, Charles, Cal- 
vert, and St. Marys. . 

I appeared last year to ask the Subcommittee on Public Lands to delay 
action on legislation then before it. I am here today to ask that the subcom- 
mittee act favorably on H.R. 5194, of Representative Foley and an identical 
bill, H.R. 5344, presented by Congressman Lankford, of our district. 

We cannot think of any significant alterations in our views of judgments as 
we presented them last year; and I am certain the facts of the case haven’t 
changed either. Of course, we believe that the need for multiple-purpose devel- 
opment of the Potomac increases every year, and to that, extent we are more 
hopeful for it and therefore, more firmly opposed to any action which might 
prevent it. Pollution abatement is of particular concern to us, in that we 
border the Potomac near the mouth, and many members make their living from 
river activity. We would like a clean river and a river that could supply water 
at a dependable, regular flow, one which could be depended upon not to flood. 

Two bills before you, H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331, have little or not recognition 
of future needs of our area, and we hope you will reject them. 

The chief reason we seek such recognition in this park legislation is an eco- 
nomie one. We are now paying about 10 mills for our power; and our 12, 
neighbors in the Choptank, Md., Cooperative are paying about 13 mills. There 
is no sign of any conceivable lessening of rates by our supplier unless some 
competitive power is brought into southern Maryland. We are in easy trans- 
mission distance of the lower Potomac and, therefore, have a strong, if not 
unrelenting, desire to secure the low-cost power that comes with multiple 
purpose development and multiple-purpose storage projects and dams. 

Last year’s testimony completely convinced us that the Park Service would 
do all in its power to delay or hamper multiple-purpose development even if 
public opinion and Congress were overwhelmingly in favor of such comprehen- 
sive activity in our river basin. 

Perhaps the most important matter facing our region is the need for the Corps 
of Army Engineers to complete its survey of the Potomac Basin. Anything this 
committee or its members may do to help assure an adequate study would be 


vastly important to the people of this region. At present, though, we seek 
favorable action on H.R. 5194. 


STATEMENT OF WALLACE J. CAMPBELL, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON OFFICE OF THE 


COOPERATIVE LEAGUE OF U.S.A. on H.R. 5194 anp H.R. 5344, Poromac River 
DEVELOPMENT 


The Cooperative League of the U.S.A. is a national federation of consumer, 
service, and purchasing cooperatives. We include in our membership 13 million 
families who own and operate their own cooperative business enterprises: farm 
supplies, insurance, credit, medical care, electric power, consumer goods, housing, 
and other services. The Cooperative League is the second largest economic 
organization in America measured in terms of family membership. We are 
pleased to have this opportunity to present our suggestions on this legislation 
to your committee. The Cooperative League historically has been interested in 
the development of our river basins for the benefit of all the people. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been a lot of political talk about “the mess” in 
Washington. It is true we have a real mess, but it doesn’t necessarily lie in 


231 











932 CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


the seat of Government—it lies in the murgy, smelly waters of the Potomac 
River which flows right past the Nation’s Capital. s 

We sincerely believe that the Potomac River could be one of the most valuable 
assets to the Nation’s Capital and to the millions of people who now live here 
and who will eventually reside in this area. At the moment, the river below 
Washington consists of treated sewage and brackish water. Silt comes from 
the area between Harper’s Ferry and Great Falls which experts claim reaches 
a total of 60 million cubic feet annually. The Potomac in the Washington area 
serves as a dumping ground for this silt which may create a delta, making the 
river virtually unusable in the next few decades. 

The policy of the Cooperative League is essentially President Theodore Roose- 
velt’s truism that “each river system from its headwaters in the forest to its 
mouth on the coast is a unit and should be treated as such.” 

This use of the river basin as the key unit in development of our natura] 
resources, as we understand it, has become generally accepted and sought after 
today—some 50 years after Roosevelt spoke out. According to January's 
“National Voter’ of the League of Women Voters of the United States, in fact, 
three concepts are generally accepted among water-resource authorities today: 
multipurpose planning, basinwide development, and comprehensive regional 
development. ‘ 

Two identical bills now before you appear to reflect this sound, accepted 
philosophy, H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344, and we therefore support them. We believe 
the other bills, H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331, fall short of this philosophy and, in fact, 
would perform hardships on future generations. The two acceptable bills 
(H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344) have been submitted by Representative John Foley 
and Representative Richard Lankford, two local residents who will have to live 
with whatever development is made for many years. We are sure that their 
interest is in the best possible development of this potential asset. 

It is clear that there are at least four very important aspects of river develop- 
ment involved in this legislation. They affect consumers directly and indirectly, 
and we feel strongly that none can be discussed without taking others into 
consideration. 

1. There is water supply. We do not believe that anybody has suggested 
that there is not an impelling need for future storage. We believe members of 
the House Appropriations Committee concerned with District of Columbia needs 
were quoted in a local paper a few days ago as saying that something must be 
done in the near future. The people of metropolitan Washington should not be 
ealled upon to wait, and wait, and wait until the problem becomes unbearably 
acute. 

2. Pollution abatement needs are echoed almost daily in the local press.  Silta- 
tion, according to the expert interstate commission report, is the chief culprit, 
and multiple purpose development is sought by the experts to answer the silta- 
tion problem. 

3. Diversity in recreation is most important. The people who seek clear-water 
swimming and boating and fishing—as well as hikers and nature lovers—must 
be considered. And we daresay that there are many, many more of the former, 
Multiple purpose development, here, seems the only answer. 

4. And hydroelectric power priced as low as possible is also of great impor. 
tance to consumers and manufacturers alike. We believe that a rate structure 
“vardstick” is needed on the Potomac, and that it would cut electric bills here as 
it has cut them elsewhere. This power, moreover, would pay a sizable share of 
project costs, although we would like to see the benefit-cost formula applied 
carefully to all aspects. 

Of course, such additional benefits as flood control can hardly be overlooked; 
but they are less obvious and tangible than those four topics. H.R. 5194 and its 
companion bill take these urgent needs into consideration, albeit future consid- 
eration. 

Full development of the Potomac could be a thing of beauty. Elimination of 
silt, the regulation of waterflow and the development of an artificial lake would 
provide great benefits to the people of the area. Rather than detract from the 
natural beauty, we feel full development would halt deterioration of this natural 
resource and give to the people an asset which they will be proud to maintain. 

We ask this committee to act favorably on bills H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344. 
Thank you. 
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SraTEMENT OF GUY C. Lewis, JR., ASSISTANT MANAGER, VIRGINIA ELECTRIC 
s COOPERATIVE, BOWLING GREEN, VA. 


Madam Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name is Guy C. Lewis, 
Jjr., and I am assistant manager of the Virginia Electric Cooperative, Bowling 
Green, Va. My organization serves more than 11,000 rural homes, businesses 
and farms. I had the pleasure to appear before you last year, and—as in that 

evious testimony—I have come to support legislation on behalf of the electric 
Pooperatives of Virginia. Specifically, we ask passage of H.R. 5194 or H.R. 5334. 
We oppose H.-R. 953 and H.R. 2331. NGS! 

To be brief, our organizations are greatly concerned about the availability of 
economical electricity for distribution to our consumers. For this reason we 
have always supported legislation which seeks or acknowledges comprehensive 
development of river basins. And for that very reason we opposed what we felt 
to be a premature attempt last year to place part of a proposed park where 
sound engineering studies had showed water storage projects would be beneficial. 

We support H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5334 because sufficient safeguards permitting 
future comprehensive development seem to be included. Of course, we can only 
hope that such safeguards will be effective when and if the need arises. 

Naturally, we are in sympathy with, and concerned about a safe, adequate 
water supply as well as the scenic and recreational benefits to which these hills 
pertain. The people in the Washington area deserve and need these facilities 
and the benefits would be shared, to some extent, by the people of every State. 
However, Our organizations are fundamentally concerned with the development 
of any future source of economical power, a part of which might be available to 
our consumers. H.R. 953, in our opinion, makes no provision at all for compre- 
hensive development of the Potomac, and H.R. 2331 is identiacl to last year’s 
proposals. We therefore oppose both of them. H.R. 5194 and H. R. 5334, we 
believe, will provide the desired benefits without positively jeopardizing more 
important future benefits for all of our people; thus our support. 

We, more than cooperatives in other States in the Potomac Basin, have 
enjoyed the direct and indirect benefits which come from the existence and 
operation of the John Kerr dam in Roanoke River territory. There is consider- 
able evidence, however, that much of the price benefits resulting from this com- 
petition with private utilities might soon be lost if additional, competing power 
and prices are not introduced into Virginia. 

There seems to be an acknowledgment of possible, future low-cost power con- 
tained in the two bills we support. Nothing comparable at all is found in those 
we oppose. We ask that the subcommittee contribute to the support of a sound 
and fair rate structure for our consumers by approving H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5334. 

We also ask that other benefits to Virginia—pollution abatement and much 
greater recreation opportunity for the greater number of people, to name but two 
important features—be helped along through passage of one or the other of these 
two bills. 

Thank you very much. 


STATEMENT OF CALVIN CLUCK, MANAGER ADAMS ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., 
GETTYSBURG, PA. 


My name is Calvin Cluck, representing electric cooperatives in southern Pennsyl- 
vania which would be affected by the legislation now under consideration. There 
are close to 30,000 consumers of electricity in five cooperatives within feasible 
transmitting distance of the Potomac basin. 

I appear today to oppose H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331, and to ask enactment of 
H.R. 5194. We wish the Potomac River to be fully developed: developed for the 
greatest benefit of the people as a whole; developed for the low-cost competitive 
power which can result; and developed so that our region’s natural resources 
will belong to the people. 

Our chief interest, of course, is in the production of available power at less 
cost; and we would strongly resist an attempt which would close the door to 
any possible hydroelectric development. We feel that bill 953 does just that, 
and that bill 2331 is too weakly worded to assure comprehensive activity in the 
river basin if such development is widely supported in the future. 

We of Gettysburg, in particular, are well aware of the great and important 
values associated with historic points of interest like the C. & O. park. But 
we do not feel that a river should become virtually a shrine which only a few 
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can use. Doing so would be unsound and unfair to the people of Pennsylvania 
parts of which are closer to the Potomac than much of Maryland. And it would 
be unfair, in our opinion, to those—like us—who want our price for electricity 
based on competitive rates and practices if at all possible. Thus we are against 
H.R. 953, against H.R. 2331, and for the other bills. 

Speaking as an individual resident of history-minded Gettysburg, and as an 
electric cooperative official, I can assure the honorable members of this sub. 
committee that both the history of oug region and the rural economy of our 
region can much better be served by approving H.R. 5194 or H.R. 5344. 


la 
preciate very much the opportunity to speak before you. > 


STATEMENT OF JOHN T. CURRAN, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS 


The American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations 
wishes to express its strong endorsement of H.R. 5194 introduced by Congress- 
man Foley of Maryland. This legislation has also been formerly endorsed by 
resolution, both by the Maryland State AFL-CIO and by the Greater Washing. 
ton Trades and Labor Council. This represents the support of nearly 300,000 
trade union members and their families residing in the Maryland and District 
of Columbia areas. We are attaching a telegram received from the Maryland 
State and District of Columbia AFL-CIO Executive Board to be included in 
the record of these hearings. 

H.R. 5194 would provide for immediate authorization of some ten to eleven 
thousand acres of land along the Potomac and the Chesapeake & Ohio Cana} 
upstream from Harper’s Ferry, W. Va., to Cumberland, Md. It is our under- 
standing that these lands comprise more thun two-thirds of the 15,000 acres 
which the National Park Service indicated would be necessary for the total area 
of the park. The Foley bill would also provide that there would be no additional 
lands added to the park in the area between the Great Falls and Harper's Ferry, 
W. Va., until the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has completed its current review 
study of its 1944 Potomac Basin report. On the basis of the corps’ recommenda- 
tions with respect to necessary water storage in the Great Falls-Harper’s 
Ferry storage of the Potomac, there would then be a determination by Congress, 
after due consultation among the Secretary of the Interior, the Corps of Army 
Engineers, and the District of Columbia Commission, with respect to the recon- 
ciliation of water development needs and additional land for the park in the 
aforementioned reach of the Potomac river. 

The AFL-CIO, on the basis of additional facts, feels that this represents a 
reasonable approach toward meeting both the need of mass recreation and of 
water resource development in the rapidly expanding greater Washington area. 
To us the issue does not turn on the park versus water storage development, 
but rather the park and water storage development. 

The records of the hearings before your subeemmittee contains a wealth of 
data from public sources concerning the grave problems faced by the Nation's 
Capital and its metropolitan area with respect to pollution from human waste 
and from silt carried by the river. Equally serious is the expected total water 
demand caused by the phenomenal increase in this area‘s population and the 
continuing rise in per capita water consumption. It has been pointed out in 
1957 by the Wolman report that: “Within a few decades the amount of water 
taken from the river for municipal water supplies will exceed the present 
minimum flows.” 

The third grave problem is that of both increasing the availability of mass 
recreation in this heavily populated area, and also making every possible effort 
to preserve as much as possible of the beautiful forest land and the historic 
Chesapeake & Ohio Canal along the Potomac. 

We feel, therefore, that the only kind of approach to the problem of how 
best to make the Potomac work for mankind is to derive from it many uses 
rather than just one. 

The Potomac is probably the least developed, and among the most polluted 
major river systems in the United States today. The shameful neglect of this 
beautiful and historic stream will have not only a deleterious effect, upon the 
future development of this region, but upon the prestige of the United States 
itself whose Nation’s Capital certainly deserves something better flowing past 
its doorstep than a river of filth. 
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We should like to point out that the presence of a large reservoir within a 
short distance of the city would make available tremendous mass recreational 
opportunities. As we understand it, the reservoir at the River Bend site, or 
another site in the general area, can be operated during the summer months 
when recreational demands are at their highest with only minor fluctuations in 
the reservoir level. This would mean that boating facilities and the like would 
not be thrown out by use during the time when otherwise the reservoir would be 
drawn out to a point where these facilities would be left high and dry. 

More people visited Army Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation reservoirs in 
1957 than those who visited our national parks or our national forest. There is no 
reason to assume that an Army Engineers’ reservoir in the River Bend area, 
with adequate access for public recreation and adequate facilities for such recrea- 
tion would not draw hundreds of thousands of visitors each year from this area 
and from all over the country. This would be particularly true if reservoir 
recreation were made to fit in with the use of adjacent park lands and the long 
stretches where the canal will still be left intact so that the full recreational 

tential of the Potomac from the Great Falls to Cumberland, Md., will be 
fully utilized. 

Labor's interest in achieving the fullest use of the Potomac for water supply, 
pollution abatement, recreation, flood control and all the beneficial uses is for 
all citizens of this area who will be directly affected by what Congress does or 
does not do to solve the Potomac dilemma. The nearly 300,000 members of the 
affiliated trade unions in Maryland, the District of Columbia, and other nearby 
areas, are a substantial proportion of the total population of the region. As such 
they are likewise substantial consumers of water, they pay charges for sewage 
disposal, and in large numbers they seek the out-of-doors for recreational 
purposes with their families. 

On their behalf, therefore, we urge that your committee, and the Congress, 
favorably consider H.R. 5194 as a step forward in both preserving and developing 
the water and land resources of the Potomac in the interest of the many. 


AnpREW BIEMILLER, 
Legislative Representative, AFL-CIO: 


The Maryland State and District of Columbia AFL-CIO Executive Board 
while in executive session Friday, April 24, unanimously adopted a resolution 
supporting Congressman John R. Foley’s Potomac River Canal bill, known as 
House bill 5194; the board, while concerned about the conservation of both park 
and recreational areas, considered the impending need for an adequate water 
supply for the Metropolitan Washington area paramount. Therefore, it gave its 
support to House bill 5194. It should be noted that the Maryland State and 
District of Columbia AFL-CIO is composed of local unions and area central 
bodies with a combined membership of close to 300,000 persons. Each area of 
Maryland-District of Columbia is represented on the 24-member executive board. 
The board interprets House bill 5194 as a measure that will restore portions of 
the famous Potomac River Canal and at the same time provide reserved areas for 
watersheds and areas for parks and recreation. 

W. F. STrone, 
President. 
Cuartes A. DEtra, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Maryland State and District of Columbia AFL-CIO. 


STATEMENT OF ANGUS MCDONALD, CooRDINATOR, DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE 
SERVICES, NATIONAL FarMERS UNION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am appearing here in 
support of H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344 sponsored by Congressmen Foley and Lank- 
ford, which would establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Park and 
provide for the administration and maintenance of a parkway in the State 
of Maryland. 

This legislation apparently represents a compromise proposal which would 
designate the park area above Great Falls and at the same time provide that the 
area above Great Falls on the Potomac to a point within the vicinity of Bruns- 
wick, Md., not be developed for park purposes until 6 months after the Secretary 
of the Army submits to Congress its restudy of the Potomac Basin. On July 1, 
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1958, we submitted a statement to this committee in which we requested that no 
action be taken on the Chesapeake and Ohio Park proposal which was pendip 
before the committee at that time. . 

We will not burden the record with a repetition of all the facts presenteq to 
the committee in the 85th Congress. However, we think a report referred to in 
our previous testimony should receive careful study, especially by the new mem. 
bers of the committee. This report, titled “Sewage Disposal and Water Pollution 
in the Washington Metropolitan Area” dated March 1958 and authored by Mr 
Gilbert V. Levin, emphasized the fact that pollution and water problems for 
Greater Metropolitan Washington have reached a critical point. The report 
also suggests that the expected increase in population will aggravate the prob. 
ao It is expected that the population of the city will increase to 3,500,000 by 
1980. 

During periods of drought, conditions may become unspeakable. According to 
our information, in time of drought the flow of the Potomac may be completely 
inadequate for purposes of pollution abatement. Col. Ray Adams, in testimony 
before the Senate Committee on the District of Columbia, indicated that 4 
repetition of the 1930 low-flow conditions would leave only 240 million gallons 
per day to flow through the Chain Bridge-Memorial Bridge reach of the river. 
Such a low flow, Colonel Adams indicated “would allow accruals of suspended 
and floating water to ebb with the tide in this reach. A condition such as this 
appears intolerable.” 

We will cite briefly two other publications which deal with water problems 
of the Potomac River. According to the authors of “A Clean Potomac River in 
the Washington Metropolitan Area’ published by the Interstate Commission 
on the Potomac River Basin, October 1957, a reservoir must soon be built at 
Riverbend in order to provide an ample water supply for the Washington region. 
We further call attention to a statement made by Maj. Gen. E. C. Itchner, who 
in answer to a questionnaire which was sent out by a Joint Committee on Wash- 
ington Metropolitan Problems, Senate Report No. 1230, 85th Congress, 2d ses. 
sion, January 28, 1958, said: 

“* * * (a) Water supply: Congress has made the Corps of Engineers respon- 
sible for providing a water supply for the District of Columbia and certain 
adjacent areas. Hence, the future water needs of the metropolitan area are 
under continuing study by the district engineer, Washington district. The water 
supply problem is also specifically being considered in connection with the de 
velopment of the previously mentioned comprehensive plan for the Potomac 
River Basin. As a result of previous studies, however, it may be said with 
confidence that if the metropolitan area of the future is to have an adequate 
water supply it will be necessary to provide storage reservoirs within that basin. 

“(b) Pollution abatement: The Potomac River is heavily polluted and unless 
vigorous corrective action is taken its condition will become worse as the popu- 
lation of the basin increases. There is general agreement that a clean Potomac 
is one of the major needs of the metropolitan area, and undoubtedly the com- 
mittee will wish to give full consideration to the problems which this need 
presents. In this it should be kept in mind that the Potomac is not only the 
source of the Capital City’s water supply, but also one of its greatest potential 
recreational resources. Full consideration is being given to these factors in 
the development of the Potomac Basin plan; but a plan is not enough. The 
problem and the needed action should be brought forcibly to the attention of 
the public and the Congress. The committee has an opportunity to perform 
this vital function. 

“(c) Flood protection: Parts of the metropolitan area are still subject to 
serious damage by major floods. While means of meeting the need for flood 
control are being considered in connection with the development of the Potomac 
Basin plan, it could be many years before protection against major floods is 
actually provided. It would seem wise, therefore, for the committee to give 
some consideration to the flood problem and to report its findings. 

“(d) Recreation: The metropolitan area of the future will require greatly ex- 
panded recreational opportunities. As mentioned above, a clean Potomac would 
meet a part of this need. In addition, multiple-purpose reservoirs within the 
basin will provide important recreational resources, and we are making certain 
that full consideration is given to recreation, and to fish and wildlife, in the 
development of the comprehensive basin plan. We feel, however, that the com- 
mittee should take note of this need * * *” (pp. 14and 15). 
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Finally, we suggest that the words, “6 months” on page 2, line 16 of H.R. 5194 
be deleted and that the words, “fone year” be substituted. We feel that Con- 
gress should be given ample time to study the forthcoming report of the Army 
Engineers. We also wish to emphasize the fact that the members of our organi- 
zation in no way are opposed to the establishment of national parks and the 
preservation of natural scenic beauty. We suggest, however, that other values 
pe taken into consideration. 

‘We believe strongly that eventually, if the pollution and water problems of the 
greater metropolitan area are to be solved, adequate reservoirs must be con- 
structed. We therefore oppose legislation which might indirectly prevent the 
construction of those reservoirs. We feel also that consistent wih the funda- 
mental principles of our democracy, the Congress should in accordance with the 
dictum of Theodore Roosevelt Act to preserve the greatest good for the greatest 
number over the longest period of time. 


WARRENTON GARDEN CLUB, WARRENTON, VA., 

March 24, 1959. 
Rep. Gracie Pfost. 
Dear MapaM: As we have indicated in previous letters, we wish to support 
National Historical Park bill, which refers to the C. & O. Canal bill H. R. 953. 
Sincerely, 

SARAH MARSHALL WALKER, 

Corresponding Secretary. 


AMERICAN PLANNING AND Civic ASSOCIATION, 
COMMITTEE OF 100 ON THE FEDERAL CITY, 
Washington, D.C., March 12, 1959. 
Hon. GRACIE PFostT, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, House Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee, Washington, D.C. 


Deak MADAM CHAIRMAN : The Committee of 100 on the Federal City wishes to 
goon record as emphatically supporting : 

H.R. 953 (Saylor) a bill to establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
Historical Park. 

The cominittee of 100 feels that: (a) The priceless and magnificent Potomac 
Gorge region should be saved; (0b) that the surest and most intelligent way to 
save it is by giving it National Park status; (c) that the development of the 
area as a national historical park immediately adjacent to the Nation’s Capital 
would be of great appropriateness in view of George Washington’s close connec- 
tion with the C. & O. Canal; (d) that development of the area as a national 
park would bring economic benefit (through tourism) that would greatly exceed 
economic developments resulting from a hydroelectric dam built in the region. 

We believe that a hydroelectric dam there has no financial justification due 
to the fact that the local rich coal deposits make steam-generated powerplants 
more economical, and to the fact that a hydroelectric dam would not have sufficient 
drop or sufficient reliability of water flow to produce a supply of electric power 
that would justify the expense of dam construction. 

Yours respectfully, 
NEILL PHILLIPS, 
Chairman, Committee of 100. 


HAGERSTOWN, Mb., March 25, 1959. 
Mrs, Gracie Prost, 
Chairman, Subcommittee, Interior and Insular Affairs, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Urge your committee to report favorably on H.R. 2331 legislation to develop 
C. & O. Canal as a national park long overdue recreational opportunities now 
mean work opportunities as we seek to develop this natural resource to stabilize 
the economic situation. 

RALPH WAGAMAN, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Central Maryland Labor Council, AFL-CIO. 











938 CHESAPEAKE AND OHIO CANAL NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK 


ITHACA, N.Y., March 22, 1959. 
Hon. GRACIE PFosT, 
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear CONGRESSWOMAN Prost: As chairman of the Subcommittee on Pubjic 
Lands, I should like to register my interest in preserving the Chesapeake ¢ 
Ohio Canal as a national historical park. The Chesapeake & Ohio Canal igs y 
beautiful and historically significant stretch of land. It is one of the treasures 
of the Capital area that should be retained for the enlarged population that is 
sure to develop in that area and the many visitors from all over the Uniteg 
States. 

The canal should be maintained as nearly as possible in its present natura) 
state. It already offers much for the history student, the photographer, the 
hiker, the conoeist, and the fisherman. To commercialize it with the ordinary 
“developed” areas found around dams in other parts of the United States would 
spoil it completely. 

I hope that you will consider favorably the bill introduced by the Honorable 
John P. Saylor of Pennsylvania (H. R. 953) which would create a national park 
in this area without destroying the natural beauty of the canal. 

Sincerely, 
MARGARET L, Brew, 


Monocacy GARDEN CLUB, 
Dickerson, Md., March 24, 1959. 
Hon. GRACIE PFost, 
Chairman of Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR MapAM: The Monocacy Garden Club urges you to support H.R. 953 and 
H.R. 2331 and oppose H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344. 

Our club has in the past actively supported the development of the Chera- 
peake and Ohio Canal Park, and it is our hope that your committee will report 
favorably on the two first-mentioned bills. 

Respectfully yours, 
Annie W. Everett 
Mrs. Wo. B. Everett III, 
Chairman, Canal Committee. 


CLEREMONT FARM, 
Upperville, Va., March 28, 1959. 
Hon. GRacre PFost, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mrs. Prost: I am writing in support of the principles of H.R. 953 and 
H.R. 2331 and in opposition to H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344. The Chesapeake & 
Ohio Canal is one of the few remaining natural wildlife areas in the vicinity of 
the District of Columbia. As such, it is of irreplaceable value and as one citizen 
I am unalterably opposed to any efforts to develp it for industrial or commer- 
cial purposes. 

The future of the canal should not be dependent upon the dam building 
proclivities of the Army Engineers. I hope your committee will take a broad 
view of the future of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal and preserve it for the 
generations to come. 

Very truly yours, 
G. A. HorKavn, Jr. 


BALTIMoRE, MD., March 24, 1959. 
Hon. GRAciE Prost, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mapam: The Maryland Ornithological Society, Inc., urges the Sub- 
committee on Public Lands of the House Committee on Interior and Insolar 
Affairs to take action facilitating the creation of the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park. Of the several partially similar measures now 
before the committee the Maryland Ornithological Society favors bills H.R. 958 


and H.R. 2331 which guarantee the integrity of the proposed park. The other 


bills contain provisions conflicting with the basic national parks policy. 
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It is of greatest importance that this area, rich in historic interest and scenic 
features, be preserved under the national park system. — In this region of rapidly 
xpanding urbanization the present recreational facilities will soon be inade- 
poo The proposed park, easily accessible from the large eastern metropolises, 
will serve the needs of millions of people for countless years to come. Since 
the existing national parks are rapidly becoming ovrecrowded, the creation of 
new parks is of greatest urgency, and the speedy passage of bill H.R. 953 or 
HR. 2331 would demonstrate the foresight of the present Congress. 

T request that this letter be made part of the hearing record of the Subcom- 
mittee on Public Lands. 

Sincerely yours, 
HANS KRIMM, 
Conservation Committee, Maryland Ornithological Society, Inc. 


GEORGETOWN CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


Whereas Georgetown is the point of origin of the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal 
which extends for 186 scenic miles parallel to the Potomac River ; and 

Whereas the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal is an unaltered example of the great 
era of canal building and is one of the most historic monuments in the East ; 
Wiieias a bill, H.R. 2331, introduced January 15, 1959, in Congress by Repre- 
sentative Foley, would establish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National His- 
torical Park and thereby preserve the most attractive scenic country in this 
area for continuing public use, and enrich the recreational facilities of Wash- 
ington, Virginia, and Maryland: Be it therefore 

Resolved, That the Georgetown Citizens Association hereby endorse H.R. 2331 
and urge that hearings be held at an early date so that suitable legislation may 
peenacted during the current session of Congress. 

Adopted February 23, 1959. 

WILLIAM E. SHEPHERD, 
President. 


THE Hancock C. & O. CANAL CLUR, 
Hancock, Md., March 21, 1959. 
Hon. GRACIE PFosT, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mrs. Prost: The Hancock C. & O. Canal Club continues to support the 
designation of the canal as a national historical park. 

We believe that H.R. 2331 best provides for the immediate, and future, use 
of this Government-owned property by all the people. 

Growing interest in the canal has resulted in a vast increase in the number 
of people making use of it as a recreational area. 

Preservation of its continuity, and the provision of suitable camping and 
picnic grounds, will further add to its appeal. 

Reasonable allocations of bordering areas for industrial, hunting, and recrea- 
tional uses can be determined by agreements with the State and county agencies 
representing these groups. 

The Hancock C. & O. Canal Club urges favorable action of the subcommittee 
on this bill. 

Very truly yours, 
RatPeH H. DONNELLY, 
Secretary. 


HAGERSTOWN, Mb., March 25, 1959. 
WAYNE ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 


Members of the Central Maryland Labor Council having more than 10,000 
members have long supported development of Chesapeake and Ohio Canal 
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National Park. We support H.R. 2331 and urge you to use your influence 7 
committee for a favorable report and successful passage in the House, 


RALPH WAGAMAN, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Central Maryland Labor Council, AFL-CIO. 


PoroMAc AREA COUNCIL, 
AMERICAN YOUTH Hostets, 
Washington, D.C., March 20, 1959, 
Hon. GRACcIE PFOST, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, House of Representatives, Commit. 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mrs. Prost: We actively support the bill H.R. 953 or H.R. 231 to estap. 
lish the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. We prefer 
H.R. 953, but feel that H.R. 231 meets our basic objectives. 

The Potomac Area Council of the American Youth Hostels has about 475 
paid-up members. We schedule frequent bicycle, hiking, and canoe trips jp 
the area of the proposed park. We have a hostel at Seneca, Md., and find the 
countryside along the canal and river in that area a particular attraction. 

The Potomac Area Council is part of the national and international hostel- 
ing movement. Its purpose is to promote outdoor activities that foster self. 
reliant individuals and a greater appreciation and understanding of our scenic, 
historic, and cultural heritage. 

The Washington metropolitan area is, indeed, fortunate to have so close by 
the historie canal and towpath and its scenic open country areas. We hope 
that the countryside along the canal and river can be preserved as a park 
for the enjoyment and inspiration of the increasing number of urban dwellers 
who Seek outdoor recreation. 

Sincerely yours, 
Barr Hague, 
Chairman, Board of Directors. 


GARDEN CLUB OF CUMBERLAND, 
Cumberland, Md., March 20, 1959. 
Mrs. GRACIE PFOST, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands. 


DEAR Mrs. Prost: The president and the members of the executive board 
of the Garden Club of Cumberland (one of the largest in Maryland) have 
directed me to write to you on their behalf and on that of the entire club mem- 
bership to urge your support of House bill No. 231. 

The primary interest of all garden clubs is conservation of natural resources 
and beautification of their respective areas, and we feel that turning the old 
Cc. & O. Canal, with its historical interest and its natural beauty, into a park 
area would be of the greatest possible benefit to this part of the country; not 
only as preserving a landmark in American history, but also as saving and 
safe guarding wildlife and wildflowers which are disappearing only too fast 
from this part of the world. 

We therefore urge you again in the strongest possible terms to further the 
passage of this bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
LILLIAN L. PITKETHLY 
Mrs. James M. Pitkethly, 
Corresponding Secretary. 


ROcKVILLE, Mp., April 25, 1959. 
Hon. GRACIE Prost, 
Chairman Subcommittee on Public Lands, House of Representatives, Washing- 
ton, D.C. 


Three hundred and forty-seven members of Wildlife Achievement Chapter 
Izaak Walton League in Montgomery County Md., announce firm support of bill 
H.R. 953 will accept as compromised H.R. 2331. Definitely opposed to H.R. 514 
and H.R. 5344. 

Ray Fisk, 
Cochairman Conservation Committee. 
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IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., 
ROCKVILLE CHAPTER, 
Rockville, Md., March 26, 1959. 
JAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Hon. van, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN ASPINALL: The members of the Rockville Chapter, 
LW.L.A., wishes to inform you of their support for H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331, 
pills which would establish the C. & O. Canal National Historical Park. 

We also wish to express Opposition to H.R. 5194 and H.R. 5344 with the firm 
conviction that the proviso contained in H.R. 2331 adequately protects oppor- 
tunities for future development of the Potomac River for water supply should 
such development be deemed advisable by the Congress. These latter bills are 
inconsistent with the objectives of this organization. — : 

We ask that this letter be made a part of the committee hearing record. 

Sincerely, 
RicHArD A. BuRTON, 
Corresponding Secretary. 


WASHINGTON, D.C., March 20, 1959. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: I should like to employ this method of indicating my support 
of legislation establishing the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical 
ie American citizens, we should do all in our power to preserve a significant 
relic of those proud days when the American spirit could not be contained 
between the Appalachians and the sea and burst forth into the West. 

Creation of the park would assure a continuing refuge for bird and animal 
life which find such refuges increasingly rarer as industrialization continues. 

In addition to preserving and interpreting an area of great historical sig- 
nificance and protecting wildlife, the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National 
Historical Park would provide an attractive recreational area. In its present 
state, the canal attracts considerable numbers of hikers; after the park is 
developed many more would come to picnic and some of them would stay to 
hike. Whereas the President’s Committee on Physical Fitness is seriously con- 
cerned about the spectator nature of the leisure activities generally chosen by 
Americans, and particularly by American youth, the creation of an attractive 
area for outdoor recreational activity would be doubly desirable. 

In brief, the Congress could, by the creation of the Chesapeake and Ohio 
Canal National Historical Park, practice conservation in the fullest sense of 
the word and increase the value of the area to the people and to the Nation. 

I have read some of the bills concerning the park that are now being con- 
sidered by your committee. H.R. 2331 would appear to fulfill the purposes 
outlined above. 

The only possible objection might be to the final proviso of subsection 3(a) 
of the bill (p. 5, lines 12 through 17). While it might be argued that this proviso 
merely reaffirms the right of the Congress to change its mind, the inclusion of 
such language seems most unfortunate in a conservation bill, implying as it does 
that the park is not to be enjoyed by future generations. 

This same objection to a much greater degree applies to H.R. 5194. The first 
two sections of this bill are identical to those of H.R. 2331, but subsection 3(a) 
of H.R. 5194 would defeat the announced purpose of the bill which is “for the 
purpose of preserving and interpreting certain property * * * for the benefit 
and inspiration of the people.” This subsection places veto power on park 
development in the hands of the Army and the District Commissioners, and 
anticipates that inroads will be made on the park by these bodies. The effect of 
this subsection is to turn what purports to be a conservation bill into a plan for 
the dissipation of the historical, wildlife, and recreational assets of the property, 
and to force the Park Service to stand idly by while these raids are taking place. 

It is recognized that other interests have desigus on the park property. The 
Congress will have to weigh the rival claims, bearing in mind that if the canal 
is lost, it is lost forever. If your ‘committee agrees that the canal should not 
be lost to the American people, it should support legislation that establishes 
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the Chesepeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park and that places fyy 
control of this park under the Secretary of the Interior. I believe that this 
can best be done by reporting favorably on such bills as H.R. 953 and H.R. 2331, 
and reporting unfavorably on such bills as H.R, 5194 and H.R. 5344. 
I should like to thank the committee for any consideration it may give my 
views. 
Bruce Wat. 


AMERICAN WHITE WATER AFFILIATION, 
New York, N.Y., March 18, 1959. 
Hon. GRACIE PFOST, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mrs. Prost: I am glad to know that the Subcommittee on Public 
Lands is holding hearings so early in the first session of the 86th Congress op 
the diverse proposals to establish a national historical park along the Chega. 
peake & Ohio Canal from Great Falls to Cumberland, Md. 

The AWWA is a national affiliation of wilderness cruising groups from coast 
to coast, including members of such well known outdoor organizations ag the 
Appalachian, Prairie, and Sierra Clubs and many smaller groups in between, 
as well as hundreds of individual canoeists, kayakers, rubber-rafters, ete. We 
have a sizable and very active affiliate in the Washington area, whose members 
are constantly using the canal property for a variety of recreational purposes— 
hiking, camping, and fishing as well as paddling. 

Our affiliation is keenly sensitive to the importance of rural electrification in 
the total conservation picture, and we are careful not to oppose river improve. 
ments merely out of the self-interest of ‘a handful of canoeists,” In the Po- 
tomac Valley, however, we are convinced that the combined historic, scenic, and 
recreational values are of paramount importance, and we know full well that in 
this we are only supporting the overwhelming preponderance of opinion among 
the people in the valley. 

We therefore strongly urge favorable action by your committee at the earliest 
possible time, in order that this unique recreational area adjacent to the Potomac 
and to the historic canal may be preserved unimpaired for future generations. 
Our preference is for the Saylor bill, H.R. 953, and we are opposed to the com- 
plications included in ‘H.R. 5194. 

Respectfully yours, 
D. K. BRADLEy, 
Chairman, Conservation Committee. 


ALLIANCE, Ont10, March 16, 1959. 
Hon. GRACIE PFost, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee. 


Dear Mapam: On behalf of the Hillcrest Garden Club of this city, I wish to 
urge your favorable consideration of H.R. 953 in order to preserve the proposed 
park and scenic area traversed by the historic Chesapeake and Ohio National 
Historical Park along the Potomac River, Md., for use by our children and 
grandchildren. 

Eventual construction of proposed dams would result in the flooding out of a 
large portion of this area. 

Very truly yours, 
Mrs, ETHEL FE. Carter, 
Conservation Chairman, Hillcrest Garden Clud. 


CUMBERLAND, Mp., March 18, 1959. 
Madam Gracre PFost, 


Chairman, Subcommittee of Public Lands, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

The Recreation Department of Cumberland, Md., heartily endorses the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio Canal Park bill. Its passage would be a tremendous asset to 
the entire State. 

C. Evaene Mason, 
Director of Recreation. 
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IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., 
MARYLAND STATE DIvIsIon, 
Silwer Spring, Md., March 20, 1959. 


‘Hon. WayNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 


House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
Dear CONGRESSMAN ASPINALL: At its annual meeting on Sunday, March 15, 
the Maryland Division of the Izaak Walton League of America, representing 
the many Izaak Walton League chapters throughout this State, unanimously 
went on record regarding proposals currently before your committee relating 
to the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park. 
The membership directed me to inform you that it supports and endorses the 
objectives of H.R. 953 by Congressman Saylor and H.R. 2331 by Congressman 
Foley, this latter proposal being identical to S. 77 introduced by Senator J. Glenn 
1. 
~~ membership opposes H.R. 5194 also introduced on this same subject by 
Congressman Foley and H.R. 5344 by Congressman Lankford as being incon- 
sistent with the wishes and desires of a large segment of the peoples of this 
State. 
Sincerely, i 
Frep BE. Rives, Jr., 
Secretary. v4 


WASHINGTON, D.C., March 22, 1959. 
Hon. GRACIE PFOST, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mrs. Prost: The Capital Hiking Club of Washington, D.C., plans and P 
conducts hikes at weekly intervals for Washington area residents. The ex- 
pansion of the city with its ever increasing network of concrete highways 
and volume of traffic has made it necessary to schedule our hikes at ever 
greater distances from the city in order to find the places of natural beauty % 
which our hikers seek. From our standpoint, then, it is highly desirable that 
an area so rich in natural features and so well adapted to outdoor recreation 
as'the Chesapeake & Ohio Canal lands be saved from encroachment and destrue- 
tion. It is one of the last such areas near the city. In addition, since the 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal was one of the great achievements of the 19th 
century and a significant part of our American heritage, we think what remains 
should be preserved to remind future generations of the skill, ingenuity, and 
industry of the past generations who built and operated the canal. The preser- 
vation and fruitful use of this recreational and cultural asset can best be 
achieved by the dedication of the canal as a national historical park. 

Accordingly, we heartily support and enthusiastically endorse the establish- 
ment of the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park as proposed by <7 
H.R. 953, 86th Congress. In this connection, we note our opposition to H.R. 

5194 with its crippling restrictions. In our view the intention disclosed in 
HLR. 953 represents a sounder approach. 
Sincerely yours, 
CaPITAL HrKINnG CLUB, 
By Pau A. MANTEK, 
President. 


CUMBERLAND, Mb. 
Madam GRACIE PFostT, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
Room 1324, New House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

At a meeting of Cumberland Aerie No. 245, Fraternal Order of Eagles Tues- 
day, March 17, our Aerie representing 1,950 members voted unanimously to 
support Senator J. Glenn Beall’s bill, S. 77, and Congressman John Foley’s 
companion bill, H.R. 2331, calling for the establishment of the Chesapeake and 
Ohio Canal National Parkway. 

HERMAN L. Myers, Secretary. 
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NEWSWEEK, 
Washington, D.C., March 18, 1959 
Hon. GrAciE Prost ‘ 
Chairman, Subeommittee on Public Lands, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mrs. Prost: I understand hearings will be held in the near future 
by your subcommittee on the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal National Historica) 
Park bills. 

May I emphasize strongly my fullest support for the principles of H.R, 953 
and H.R. 2331 and my concern if either H.R. 5194 or H.R. 5344 should become 
the law. 

Sincerely, 
GENERAL CARL Sparrz. 





Woopssoro, Mp., February 19, 1959: 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE ASPINALL : I am writing for the members of the Tasker’s. 
Chance Garden Club, Frederick County, Sixth Congressional District, Md., in 
order to inform you that our club wishes to go on record as supporting bill 
No, 2331 (Chesapeake and Ohio National Park). 

Very truly yours, 
(Mrs. Claude) Sara B. Barrick, 
Conservation Chairman, Tasker’s Chance Garden Club. 


GEORGETOWN CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, 
February 26, 1959. 
Hon. Frep A. SEATON, 
Secretary, Department of the Interior, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. SEcRETARY: At a regular meeting of the Georgetown Citizens As- 
sociation held on February 23, 1959, the following resolution was adopted: 

Whereas the National Capital Parks plans to erect on the Mole in Georgetown 
at the confluence of Rock Creek and the Potomac River, a boathouse and water 
sports center; and 

Whereas the location selected is in close proximity to outfalls of raw sewage 
from the combined sewer system which is prevalent in this part of the city, a 
circumstance which makes the location selected highly hazardous from a public 
health point of view ; and 

Whereas abatement of the pollution in this part of the river is not considered 
possible within 20 years, if ever ; Be it therefore 

Resolved, That the Georgetown Citizens Association, while endorsing a properly 
located boat house, and water sports center on the shore of the Potomac River in 
the Georgetown area, recommends that any such facility be located up-stream 
from Key Bridge where the chances of pollution control in the near future are 
superior to the chances of similar action at the site presently contemplated. 

In other action at the above-cited meeting, the association endorsed the Chesa- 
peake and Ohio Canal National Historical Park bill, H.R. 2331 introduced in the 
House of Representatives January 15, 1959 by Mr. Foley. A copy of the resolution 
adopted is attached hereto. 

With expressions of my esteem, I remain, 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM E. SHEPHERD, President. 
x 
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